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ABSTRACT
T itle : The re lia b ility  of ho listic  and  an a ly tic  ev a lu a tio n s  of th e  EFL 
e s sa y s  by  T u rk ish  U n iv e rs ity  p re p a ra to ry  s tu d e n ts  
A u tho r: Şehnaz  Ş a h in k a rak aş
T hesis  C h a irp e rso n : D r. Dan J .  T an n ac ito , B ilken t U n iv e rs ity , MA
TEFL Program
T h esis  Committee M em bers: Ms. P a tric ia  B re n n e r , D r. L inda L aube, B ilkent
U n iv e rs ity , MA TEFL Program
T his s tu d y  a ttem p ted  to in v e s tig a te  a re liab le  m ethod of sco rin g  
e s sa y s . Two h y p o th e se s  w ere te s te d . O b se rv a tio n s  w ere made p e rta in in g  to 
th e  sco rin g  sy stem  u sed  a t  th e  p re p a ra to ry  school of Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity .
A to ta l of 150 EFL p re p a ra to ry  s tu d e n ts  p a r tic ip a te d  in th e  s tu d y . T hese 
s tu d e n ts  w rote  two e s s a y s : one fo r  th e  f i r s t  h y p o th e s is  and  one fo r th e  
seco n d . The f i r s t  e s s a y s  w ere ra te d  aneilytically by th e  te a c h e rs  a t  
Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity . The second e ssa y s  w ere ra te d  ho listically  and  a n a ly t­
ically  by  fo u r  r a te r s  who have ex p erien ce  a t  EFL teach in g  s itu a tio n  fo r a t 
le a s t five y e a r s .  C o rre la tio n s  w ere made to find  th e  re la tio n sh ip s  betw een 
th e  sco res  g iv en  by th e  r a te r s  fo r  th e  sco rin g  m ethods.
The f i r s t  h y p o th e s is  was th a t  th e  sco rin g  system  u sed  a t Ç u kurova  
U n iv e rs ity  d id  n o t have a h igh  level of re lia b ility . The co rre la tio n a l 
an a ly s is  of d a ta  re je c te d  th is  h y p o th e s is  ( r= .9 7 ) . H ow ever, d e sc rip tiv e  
an a ly s is  show ed th a t  th e  c o rre la tio n  of th e  sco res  alone would no t be 
su ffic ie n t to claim th a t  th is  system  was re liab le . In  fa c t , o b se rv a tio n s  
in d ica te  th e  r a te r s  who sco red  e ssa y s  fo r  th e  second  time saw th e  f i r s t  
sc o re s , th u s  c re a tin g  a se lf-fu lf illin g  b ias .
The second  h y p o th e s is  was th a t  ho listically  sco red  e ssa y s  have s ig n if­
ican tly  g r e a te r  re lia b ility  th a n  an aly tica lly  sco red  ones in th is  ed u ca ­
tional c o n te x t. The a n a ly s is  of d a ta  was tw ofold: in te r r a te r  re liab ility  
and  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ility . The co rre la tio n  fo r in te r r a te r  re liab ility  
in d ica ted  th a t  bo th  sco rin g  sy stem s had h igh  re lia b ilitie s . The in te r r a te r  
re liab ility  of ho lis tic  sco rin g  m ethod was .85 , and  of an a ly tic  sco rin g  
method was .84 . The d iffe ren ce  is  neg lig ib le .
Since th e  an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethod has five c a te g o rie s , th e  s tu d y
in v e s tig a te d  th e  re liab ility  of each c a te g o ry  in d iv id u a lly  as well as  th e  
to ta l. The an a ly s is  of ca teg o rie s  rev ea led  th a t  th e  re liab ility  of th e  
c a te g o rie s  was no t a s  h igh  as  th e  to ta l sco re s  fo r  aneilytic ra tin g . The 
in te r r a te r  re lia b ility  was .75 fo r c o n te n t, .69 fo r  o rg an iza tio n , .80 fo r 
v o c ab u la ry , .82 fo r  lan g u ag e  u se , and  .71 fo r  m echanics.
The c o rre la tio n s  fo r  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  show ed th a t  th e re  was not 
a s ig n ific a n t d iffe ren c e  betw een th e  two sco rin g  m ethods (p<.01 fo r both  
s c o r in g ) . The in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  of ho lis tic  sco rin g  ra n g e d  from .70 
to .85 and  of an a ly tic  sco rin g  from .65 to .86 .
H ow ever, th e  c a te g o rie s  sco red  on th e  an a ly tic  ru b r ic  had  low in t r a r ­
a te r  re lia b ilitie s . The in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  ra n g e d  from .34 to .83 fo r 
c o n te n t, from .23 to  .81 fo r o rg an iza tio n , from  .46 to .80 fo r v o cab u la ry , 
from  .63 to .77 fo r lan g u ag e  u se , and  from  .55 to .80 fo r  m echanics.
We may conclude  th a t  ho listic  sco rin g  is  more re liab le  th a n  analy tic  
sco rin g . A lthough  th e  to ta l sco res  of an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ight have high  
re lia b ility , th e  c a te g o rie s  of th is  sco rin g  m ethod m ight have v e ry  low 
re liab ility  w hich may rciise a q u estio n  ab o u t th e  re liab ility  of analy tic  
sco rin g .
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 
B ackground  of th e  Problem
EFL te a c h e rs  in c re a s in g ly  a re  faced  w ith a need  to ev a lu a te  w riting  
bo th  fo r  classroom  and  in s titu tio n a l p u rp o se s . E v a lu a tin g  w ritin g  is an 
im p o rtan t m easure  of a le a r n e r 's  com m unication ab ility . The re s u lts  can be 
u sed  fo r te s t in g  s tu d e n ts ' level of p ro fic ien cy , fo r  p lacem ent p u rp o se s , 
and  so fo r th . The need  to ev a lu a te  w ritin g  has led to th e  developm ent of 
s e v e ra l m ethods of a sse ssm en t in TEFL.
Two of th e se  m ethods a re : an a ly tic  and  ho lis tic  m ethods of a ssessm en t. 
A nalytic  a sse ssm e n t u ses  a de ta iled  ru b r ic  in w hich a l is t  of fe a tu re s  and  
c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of w ritin g  to be ev a lu a ted  a re  m entioned in fu ll de ta il.
The a d v a n ta g e  of th is  a sse ssm en t is th a t  i t  allows th e  te a c h e rs  to o b serv e  
th e  developm ent of th e  s tu d e n ts  in d if fe re n t w ritin g  c h a ra c te r is t ic s . For 
exam ple, an a ly tic  m ethod can be u sed  to find  if a s tu d e n t  is  b e t te r  a t 
o rg an iza tio n  th a n  lan g u ag e  u se , o r b e t te r  a t v o c ab u la ry , o r  a t co h eren ce , 
and  so fo r th . C arey  (1988) d e sc r ib e s  th e  a d v an ta g e s  of an a ly tic  a s s e s s ­
m ent:
T his p ro c e d u re  he lp s a te a c h e r  focus on re le v a n t a sp e c ts  of s tu d e n ts ' 
re sp o n se s  and  p ro v id es  a sy stem atic  way to a ss ig n  a p a r tia l c re d it .
J u s t  as  im p o rtan t, i t  allows s tu d e n ts  to see w here th e y  lo s t p o in ts . 
U sing th is  m ethod, te a c h e rs  can sum m arize th e  g ro u p 's  perform ance on 
main com ponen ts, analyze e r r o r s ,  and  use th e  e r r o r  an a ly s is  to evaluate  
and  re v ise  in s tru c tio n , (p . 191)
C arey  m entions th a t  i t  is  easy  fo r th e  te a c h e rs  to u n d e rs ta n d  w hat problem s 
s tu d e n ts  face in  w ritin g  by u sin g  an aly tic  m ethod b ecause  te a c h e rs  evalua te  
w ritin g  w ith in  d if fe re n t c a te g o rie s , no t as a whole u n it ,  and  so te a c h e rs  
will have th e  chance  to reexam ine th e  problem  p a r ts  of w ritin g .
Holistic a sse ssm en t u ses  a le ss  de ta iled  ru b r ic ,  u s in g  only a g en e ra l 
im pression  sca le . T h is a ssessm en t does not allow te a c h e rs  to evalua te
w riting  ab ility  w ith in  d if fe re n t c a te g o rie s . R a th e r , i t  h e lp s  te a c h e rs  
ev a lu a te  w ritin g  q u a lity  as a whole u n it . The im pression  of th e  te a c h e r  
when s /h e  re a d s  an e ssa y  once is  v e ry  im p o rtan t fo r  th e  ev a lu a tio n . Mann 
(1988) s ta te s  th e  d iffe ren ce  betw een th e  an a ly tic  a sse ssm en t and  holistic  
a sse ssm en t:
Holistic sco rin g  d if fe rs  from an a ly tic  sco rin g  in a d ram atic  w ay.
In s te a d  of a s s e ss in g  se lec ted  com position f e a tu re s , i t  re sp o n d s  to 
s tu d e n t  w ritin g  as  a u n it . D eveloped u n d e r  th e  au sp ice s  of E ducational 
T es tin g  S e rv ice , ho listic  sco rin g  is  qu ick  and  p ra c tic a l as  well as 
co s t e ffe c tiv e . Most im p o rtan t, how ever, is  th e  fa c t th a t  th is  sco rin g  
option p erm its  th e  ra tin g  of to ta l e ffe c tiv en e ss  of th e  w riting  sam ple, 
no t ju s t  of c e r ta in  fe a tu re s , (p . 6)
Mann views ho lis tic  sco rin g  as  a b e t te r  m ethod of a sse ssm en t th a n  an a ly tic  
sco rin g  b ecause  th e  r a te r  will have a chance  to ev a lu a te  w ritin g  as  a whole 
and  becau se  ho lis tic  is  more p ra c tica l.
T hese  two m ethods of a sse ssm en t have a d v an ta g e s  and  d isa d v a n ta g e s . 
Some re s e a rc h e r s  th in k  th a t  holistic  is  a more re liab le  m ethod to ev a lu a te  
q u a lity  of w ritin g . On th e  o th e r  h a n d , some re s e a rc h e r s  th in k  th a t  a n a ly t­
ic is a more re liab le  m ethod. Jac o b s , Z in k g raf, W orm uth, H artfie l, and  
H ughey (1981) ex p la in s  re liab ility  as  th e  e x te n t to w hich a te s t  y ie ld s 
c o n s is te n t r e s u l t s ,  i . e . ,  a re  th e  te s t  sco res  p re c ise , s ta b le , and  d e p en d ­
able? The re liab ility  can be te s te d  in  se v e ra l w ays; two of them  — 
in te r r a te r  and  in t r a r a te r  reHabiUty — will be tak en  in to  co n sid e ra tio n  
in th is  s tu d y . I n te r r a te r  re liab ility  is  a way to te s t  how c o n s is te n t two 
o r more r a te r s  a re  in ra tin g  th e  same w ritin g  sam ple. I n t r a r a te r  re liab il­
ity  is a n o th e r  way to t e s t  how c o n s is te n t one r a t e r  is  in sco rin g  th e  same 
w ritin g  sample tw ice w ith a specific  time in te rv a l betw een th e  two ra t in g .
To determ ine  th e  re liab ility  of any  a sse ssm en t m ethod to be u sed  is  of 
g re a t  im portance . The re liab ility  of a m ethod, w h e th e r an a ly tic  o r  ho lis­
t ic , can be im proved th ro u g h  a c a re fu l tra in in g  of r a te r s .  If  r a te r s  a re  
u n tra in e d  th e y  sco re  e ssa y s  in c o n s is te n tly .
P u rpose  of th e  S tu d y
The f i r s t  goal of th is  re s e a rc h  was to in v e s t ig a te  th e  re liab ility  of 
th e  m ethod of a sse ssm en t u sed  a t Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity  P re p a ra to ry  School.
In  th is  in s ti tu tio n  app rox im ate ly  ten  th o u san d  e s sa y s  a re  ra te d  a y e a r .
The q u e s tio n s  th u s  a r is e : What is th e  c o n s is te n c y , th a t  i s ,  th e  ag reem en t 
of th e  g ra d e s  g iv en  to each e ssa y  by d if fe re n t r a t e r s ,  of th e  c u r r e n t  
an a ly tic  a sse ssm e n t system  u sed  in th is  in s titu tio n ?  If  th e re  is  an 
in c o n s is te n c y , w hat is /a r e  th e  so u rc e (s )  of th is  in co n sis ten cy ?  Is  i t  th e  
ru b r ic  itse lf?  Is  i t  th e  lack of tra in in g ?  Is  i t  th e  b ack g ro u n d  of th e  
ra te rs ?  Is  i t  th e  cond itions fo r  evaluation?  Is  i t  th e  p ro c e ss  of a s s e s s ­
ment? How long does th e  ra tin g  p ro c e d u re  la s t?
M oreover, in  o rd e r  to de term ine  th e  b e s t  m ethod of a sse ssm e n t, w h e th er 
an a ly tic  o r  h o lis tic , a second q u estio n  was in v e s t ig a te d : Do holistically  
sco red  e ssa y s  o r  an aly tica lly  sco red  e ssa y s  have  s ig n ific a n tly  g re a te r  
re liab ility ?  To a n sw er th is  q u estio n  th is  s tu d y  u sed  two d if fe re n t r u ­
b ric s : th e  T e s t of W ritten E nglish  (TWE) (B oyd , 1990) a s  re p re se n ta tiv e  of 
ho listic  sco rin g  (see A ppendix C) and  th e  ESL Com position Profile (Jaco b s, 
Z in k g raf, W orm uth, H artfie l & H ughey , 1981) a s  r e p re s e n ta t iv e  of analy tic  
sco rin g  (see A ppendix  D ).
T his s tu d y  te s te d  two h y p o th e se s . The f i r s t  h y p o th e s is  was th a t  the  
an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethod used  a t Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity  P re p a ra to ry  School did 
no t have h igh  re lia b ility . The second h y p o th e s is  was th a t  hoU stically 
sco red  e s sa y s  had  s ig n ific an tly  g re a te r  re liab ility  th a n  an a ly tica lly  
sco red  e s s a y s .
Sign ificance of th e  S tu d y
The p re s e n t  s tu d y  is s ig n ific a n t fo r  th e  in s ti tu tio n s  th a t  a re  adm inis­
te r in g  EFL w ritin g  exam s. T h is  s tu d y  ex p lica te s  th e  re liab ility  of two 
m ethods of w ritin g  a sse ssm en t: ho listic  and  an a ly tic  m ethods. I t  also 
ex p la in s  w hich of th e se  two m ethods is  le ss  tim e-consum ing and  su itab le  to 
ap p ly .
The s tu d y  is  also s ig n ific a n t fo r  TEFL re s e a rc h e rs  because  among the  
s tu d ie s  th a t  have been  done com paring  re liab ility  of ho listic  and  analy tic  
s c o r in g , d if fe re n t re s u l ts  have been fo u n d . Some re se a rc h  claims th a t  
ho listic  sco rin g  has g re a te r  re liab ility  th a n  an a ly tic  while o th e r  re se a rc h  
claims an a ly tic  sco rin g  is more re liab le  th a n  ho lis tic . T h e re fo re , th e se  
two sco rin g  m ethods will be re e v a lu a te d  to  see how th e y  app ly  to T u rk ish  
U n iv e rs ity  p re p a ra to ry  d e p a r tm en ts .
In  sum , th is  re s e a rc h  is  s ig n ific a n t fo r  in s titu tio n s  and  ad m in is tra ­
to rs  who w ant to find  o u t th e  most re liab le  way of a sse ss in g  th e ir  s tu d e ­
n ts ' w ritin g , and  fo r th e  field  r e s e a rc h e rs  who w ant to exam ine d if fe re n t 
w ays of a sse ssm e n t.
D elim itations and  Lim itations of th e  S tu d y
The delim itation of th is  s tu d y  was th a t  th e  d a ta  was co llected  fo r only 
u n d e rg ra d u a te  ad v an ced  level s tu d e n ts .  In  th e  p re p a ra to ry  d ep artm en t of 
th e  u n iv e rs ity , w here th e  re s e a rc h e r  co llected  d a ta , th e re  a re  ab o u t one 
th o u san d  s tu d e n ts  a t  fo u r lev e ls : b e g in n e r , lo w er-in te rm ed ia te , u p p e r-  
in te rm ed ia te  and  ad v an ced . T hese levels  a re  d iv ided  in to  two: g ra d u a te  
and  u n d e rg ra d u a te  s tu d e n ts .  The d a ta  co n sis ted  of th e  e ssa y s  w ritten  by 
only u n d e rg ra d u a te  adv an ced  level s tu d e n ts .  I t  is  possib le  to generalize  
th e  re s u lts  of th o se  s tu d e n ts  to all levels  in th is  s itu a tio n  since all 
level s tu d e n ts  a re  tak in g  th e  same ty p e  of w ritin g  exam , th a t  is , d ire c t 
w ritin g . The d iffe ren ce  is  th a t  th e  b e g in n e r  and  in te rm ed ia te  level 
s tu d e n ts  a re  a sk ed  to w rite  s h o r t  p a ra g ra p h s  o r  gu ided  com positions.
D espite  th e  d iffe re n c e , th e  w riting  sec tion  in exam s is ev a lu a ted  with the  
same ty p e  of sco rin g  m ethod (a  k ind  of an a ly tic  a s s e ssm e n t) . T h e re fo re , it  
is  possib le  to ap p ly  th e  most re liab le  sco rin g  system  which was in v e s t ig a t­
ed  in th is  s tu d y  to all levels in th is  in s ti tu tio n .
The main lim itation of th is  s tu d y  was th e  num ber of w ritin g  sam ples 
r a te d . A lthough th e  re s e a rc h e r  co llected  150 e s s a y s , th is  num ber had to be 
re d u c ed  to 50 b ecause  of th e  time lim itation . Since th is  re s e a rc h  was to 
be done in  a s h o r t  tim e, i t  would be v e ry  h a rd  to e x p ec t th e  r a te r s  to 
sco re  all 150 e s sa y s  w ithou t fa tig u e . The d a ta  w ere lim ited to fif ty  
e ss a y s  in o rd e r  to avoid fa tig u e .
The o th e r  lim itation of th is  s tu d y  was th a t  th e  p a r tic ip a n ts  could no t 
w rite  a second  e q u iv a len t e ssay  to com pare ho listic  and  an a ly tic  sco rin g  
m ethods. I t  would be too burdensom e on th e  ad m in is tra tio n  to le t the  
r e s e a rc h e r  co llect more d a ta  since s tu d e n ts  w rote th e  e ssa y s  d u rin g  th e ir  
c la ss  tim e. F u r th e rm o re , i t  would be a b u rd e n  on th e  r a te r s  as well to 
ra te  fif ty  more e ssa y s  in a lim ited time.
C oncep tual D efin itions
T h ere  a re  se v e ra l d e fin itio n s  fo r ho listic  and  an a ly tic  sco rin g  system s 
in  th e  fie ld  of com position ev alu a tio n . Among th e s e , th e  re s e a rc h e r  used  a 
defin ition  by Katz (1988) since she b e s t  d e sc r ib e s  how th e  g u id e lines of 
TWE sco rin g  m ethod (u sed  in  th is  s tu d y )  can  be u sed  to re sp o n d  s tu d e n t 
w riting  as  a u n it . She ex p la in s  "even th o u g h  each  level of th e  gu ide lines 
d e sc r ib e s  sp ec ific , re q u ire d  a b ilitie s , evalua tion  re q u ire s  r a te r s  to take  
all of th e se  p a r ts  and  b lend them  in to  a whole sco re" (p . 199).
The defin itio n  fo r an a ly tic  sco rin g  is th a t  of H ughey , W ormuth, H artf- 
ie l, and  Jaco b s  (1983) since th e ir  defin ition  b e s t  ex p la in s  how the  ESL 
Profile (u se d  in  th is  s tu d y )  can be u sed  to re sp o n d  s tu d e n t  w riting  as 
s e p a ra te  fe a tu re s . They d esc rib e  an a ly tic  sco rin g  a s  "p ro v id in g  a side 
view , an  o u tlin e , of an ESL w rite r 's  su cc e ss  a t  com posing o r  sy n th es iz in g
th e  main elem ents of w ritin g  in to  a co n n ec ted , c o h e re n t, e ffec tiv e  piece of 
w ritten  d isco u rse"  (p . 139).
On th e  in te r r a te r  and  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ility , th e  re s e a rc h e r  used  th e  
d e fin itio n s  by  C arlson  and  B ridgem an (1986). T hey  define  in te r r a te r  re li­
ab ility  as  a way to te s t  how c o n s is te n t two o r  more r a te r s  a re  in ra tin g  
th e  same w ritin g  sam ple and  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  as  a way to te s t  how 
c o n s is te n t one r a t e r  is in sco rin g  th e  same w ritin g  sample tw ice w ith a 
specific  time in te rv a l betw een th e  two ra t in g .
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
T estin g  W riting
T es tin g  is an im p o rtan t is su e  bo th  in fo re ig n  lan g u ag e  and  in second 
lan g u ag e  ed u ca tio n  because  te s t s  a re  u sed  fo r  a v a r ie ty  of p u rp o se s . The 
w ord " te s t"  is  h ig h ly  valued  in  th e  socie ty  acco rd in g  to L lo y d -Jones 
(1987). He p o in ts  o u t th a t  th e  social goal of u n iv e rsa l ed u ca tio n  has made 
th e  num bers of s tu d e n ts  so la rg e  th a t  m anagem ent r e q u ire s  p roof of accom­
p lishm ent.
H ow ever, te s t in g  is  d iff icu lt. I t  is  e spec ia lly  d iff ic u lt fo r  w ritin g  
te a c h e rs  b ecau se  th e re  a re  v a rio u s  modes an d  s ty le s  w hich cau se  com plexity  
in ju d g em en t. The main reaso n  fo r th is  com plexity  is  th a t  ev ery o n e  le a rn s  
w ritin g  th ro u g h o u t th e ir  life , m ostly o u t-o f-sch o o l, and  from  d if fe re n t 
peop le, an d  in d if fe re n t s ty le . In  a d d itio n , L lo y d -Jo n es  m entions a n o th e r  
d iff icu lty  w ith th e  te s t in g  of w ritin g : " I t r e p re s e n ts  an  e f fo r t  to reco rd  
q u a n tita tiv e ly  th e  q u a lity  of th e  w ritin g  o r  w ritin g  sk ills  of a g ro u p  of 
people so th a t  a d m in is tra to rs  can make policies a b o u t ed u ca tio n a l p ro g re s s"
(p . 155).
T e a ch e rs  can  red u ce  th e  problem s to a minimum by le a rn in g  enough  ab o u t 
th e  a r t s  of te s t in g . F or exam ple, w ritin g  te a c h e rs  can  le a rn  enough  ab o u t 
th e  ty p e s  of te s t in g  w ritin g  to app ly  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  ty p e  to th e ir  s itu a ­
tio n . T hey  can  also le a rn  enough  ab o u t th e  re lia b ility  of th e  sco rin g  
m ethod th e y  a re  u s in g .
A cco rd in g ly , i t  is  im p o rtan t fo r  te a c h e rs  of w ritin g  to know ab o u t th e  
ways to te s t  w ritin g , th e  sco rin g  m ethods and  th e  re liab ility  of th ese  
sco rin g  m ethods.
T ypes of W riting T e s ts
T e s tin g  w ritin g  has two k in d s  of m easurem ent: In d ir e c t  and  d ire c t  te s ts  
of w ritin g . An in d ire c t  te s t  a sk s  s tu d e n ts  to re sp o n d  to q u es tio n s  ab o u t 
com position (Ja co b s , Z in k g raf, W orm uth, H artfie ld  and  H ughey , 1981) o ften
in a m ultiple choice fo rm at (C arlso n  & B ridgem an, 1986). A lthough in d ire c t 
te s ts  of w ritin g  a re  commonly r e f e r re d  to  as  o b jec tiv e , H am p-Lyons (1990) 
th in k s  th is  is  a m isnom er, s ince  hum an ju d g em en t is  s till  c e n tra l  while 
c re a tin g  th e  a r ra y  of q u e s tio n s  and  p o ssib le  a n sw e rs . H am p-Lyons d e sc rib e s  
an in d ire c t m easure  of w ritin g  by say in g  th a t :
I t  does no t re q u ire  th e  t e s t  ta k e r  to  w rite  co n tin u o u s  p ro se , a lthough  
she  o r  he may w rite  some w o rd s , and  th e re  is  no room fo r  p e rso n a l 
in te rp re ta t io n  by th e  te s t  ta k e r  s ince  possib le  an sw ers  a re  p ro v id ed  
and  th e  "co rre c t"  one a lre ad y  decid ed  upon . (p . 6)
In d ire c t  m easu res of w ritin g  became le ss  p o p u la r  in th e  1970s a f te r  em pha­
sis  on lan g u ag e  as  com m unication w hich calls  fo r  d ire c t  t e s t  of w riting  in ­
c re a se d . A d ire c t  te s t  of w ritin g  h as a t  le a s t th e  following five c h a ra c ­
te r is t ic s ,  a cco rd in g  to H am p-Lyons:
1. Each in d iv id u a l a c tu a lly , p h y sica lly  w rite s  a t  le a s t one piece of 
co n tin u o u s te x t .
2. While th e  w r ite r  is  p ro v id ed  w ith a s e t  of in s tru c tio n s  and  m ateri­
a l, s /h e  is g iven  a co n sid e rab le  room w ithin  w hich to c re a te  a re sp o n se  
to th e  p rom pt.
3. Each w ritten  te x t  is re a d  by  a t  le a s t  one , u sually  m ore, human 
re a d e r- ju d g e s  who has been  th ro u g h  some p re p a ra tio n  o r  tra in in g  fo r 
evalua tion  p ro c e ss .
4. Each ju d g em en t made by re a d e rs  a re  tied  to some common s ta n d a rd  mea­
su re m en t, su ch  a s  a d e sc rip tio n  of ex p ec ted  perfo rm ance  a t  c e r ta in
levels o r one o r  se v e ra l ra tin g  sca le s .
5. R ead e rs ' re sp o n se s  to th e  w ritin g  a re  e x p re s se d  as  a num ber o r  
num bers of some k in d , n o t w ritten  o r  v e rb a l com m ents.
With th e  new ap p ro ach  to lan g u ag e  as  com m unication, acco rd in g  to C arlson  & 
B ridgem an (1986), d ire c t  m easu res  of w ritin g  s ta r te d  se rv in g  as  th e  p re ­
fe r re d  m eans fo r  a s s e ss in g  w ritin g  perfo rm ance because  th e y  more n early
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approx im ate  re a l d isc o u rse . F u r th e r ,  th e y  r e p o r t  th a t  w ritin g  sam ples 
perm it th e  ev a lu a tio n  of a sp e c ts  of w ritin g , su ch  as  o rg an iza tio n , c o h e r­
en ce , an d  th e  e lab o ra tio n  of id eas  w hich a re  n o t m easured  w ith in d ire c t 
m easu res . A ccord ing  to Jaco b s  a t  a l. (1981), th e  b e n e f its  of a d ire c t te s t  
of w ritin g  a re  th a t  i t ;
1. em phasizes to  le a rn e r s  th e  im portance  of lan g u ag e  fo r  com m unication;
2. p rom otes a c lo se r m atch betw een w hat is  ta u g h t  and  w hat is  te s te d ;
3. is  more va lid ;
4. is  e a s ie r  to p re p a re ;
5. p ro d u c e s  more m eaningfu l and  in te rp re ta b le  r e s u l ts ;
6. can  in d ica te  lev e l of p ro fic ien cy  and  s t r e n g th s  and  w eaknesses in 
th e  w ritin g  sk ill;
7. can  be h ig h ly  re liab le  if p ro p e rly  ad m in is te red  and  ev a lu a ted ;
8. u tiliz e s  th e  im p o rtan t in tu it iv e , a lb e it su b je c tiv e , re so u rc e s  of 
o th e r  p a r tic ip a n ts  in  th e  com m unication p ro c e s s - th e  r e a d e rs  of w ritten  
d isc o u rse .
S coring  W riting M ethods
The im portance  of d ire c t  te s t s  of w ritin g  fo rced  th e  se a rc h  fo r re li­
able and  valid  sco rin g  m ethods. C arlson  & B ridgem an m ention th e  need  to 
ch an g e  th e  c u r r e n t  sco rin g  m ethods u sed  w ith in d ire c t  te s t s  when th ey  say : 
With th e  developm ent of com petence in basic  com m unication sk ills  (w rit­
in g , sp eak in g  lis te n in g  and  read in g ) as  a p rim ary  goal fo r  education  
and  w ith th e  reco g n itio n  th a t  many s tu d e n ts  p a ss  th ro u g h  o u r ed u ca tio n ­
al sy stem  w ith in ad eq u a te  E n g lish -lan g u ag e  com petence, e d u ca to rs  a re  
re a p p ra is in g  th e ir  m ethods and  red e fin in g  th e ir  o b jec tiv es , (p . 126)
The sea rc h  fo r d ire c t  w riting  a sse ssm en t b ro u g h t two main sco rin g  m ethods: 
ho lis tic  an d  anedytic. The fo rm er ev a lu a te s  w ritin g  as  a whole w hereas the  
la t te r  e v a lu a te s  d if f e re n t fe a tu re s  of w ritin g , su ch  as  c o h e ren ce , vocabu­
la ry ,  and  lan g u ag e  u se .
Holistic S coring
H olistic sco rin g  re sp o n d s  to s tu d e n t  w riting  a s  a whole d isco u rse . The 
r a te r s  a re  tra in e d  on a s e t  of in s tru c t io n s , called  a ru b r ic ,  to gu ide 
th e ir  ra t in g . The TOEFL T e s t of W ritten E nglish  (TWE) u se s  a holistic  
sco rin g  m ethod w ith a ru b r ic  sco red  from 1 to 6 (see  A ppendix  C ).
H olistic sco rin g  h as been  th e  most p o p u la r a sse ssm en t tool in w ritin g .
As Huot (1990) m entions "many sch o la rs  see i t  a s  th e  m ajor means of d ire c t 
w ritin g  ev a lu a tio n . O th e rs  co n ten d  th a t  hoUstic sco rin g  has  p ro v en  to be 
th e  b e s t  econom ical, flex ib le  and  app licab le  of th e  d ire c t  w ritin g  in s t r u ­
m ents" (p . 201).
G regory  (1991) l is ts  six  re a so n s  fo r th e  p o p u la rity  of ho listic  sc o r­
in g :
1. Low c o s t, espec ially  if com pared w ith m ultiple choice ty p e  of 
sco rin g . The b ig g e s t ex p en se  will be to r a te r s  b u t s ince  most p ro jec ts  
a re  b r ie f  i t  will no t be v e ry  ex p en siv e ;
2. The e ffic iency  of te s t  ad m in is tra tio n : T e s ts  can be ad m in istered  in 
a 45-50 m inute c lass  pe rio d ;
3. High re liab ility  (o v e r .8 5 );
4. The ap p ea l of a ho listic  ap p ro ach  is to see th in g s  as  u n its ,  as 
com plete, and  as w holes;
5. H olistic re a d in g  is  th o u g h t to be fac e -to -fa ce  e n c o u n te r  because th e  
w r i te r 's  mind em bodied in w ritten  e x p re ss io n  and  re a d e r 's  mind a ttem p t­
ing  to see  w hat is  be ing  com m unicated;
6. Score d e sc r ip tio n s  do no t v a ry  from y e a r  to y e a r . A p a p e r  ea rn in g  a 
6 in 1990 should  ea rn  6 in 1993.
B esides th e se  a d v an ta g e s  "ho listic  sco rin g  m ethod has th e  ad v an tag e  of 
being  v e ry  rap id "  (H u g h es, 1989, p . 86 ). H ughes s ta te s  th a t  an ex p erien ced  
r a te r  can sco re  a o n e -p ag e  piece of e ssay  in ju s t  a couple of m inutes o r  
even  le s s . T h e re  a re  some o th e r  re s e a rc h e rs  who ag ree  w ith him (C arlson  &
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B ridgem an, 1986; C arlso n , B ridgem an, Camp & W aanders, 1985; C ooper, 1977; 
G reg o ry , 1991; and  M ann, 1988). T hey  all ag re e  th a t  th e  ho listic  ra tin g  
p ro c e d u re  ra re ly  re q u ire s  more th an  two m inutes p e r  p a p e r . On the  o th e r  
h an d , s ince  in th e  ho listic  sco rin g  m ethod " th e  sco re  m ust r e p re s e n t  w hat a 
so p h is tica ted  re a d e r  in te rp re ts  as  a to ta l e ffec t"  (L lo y d -Jo n es , 1987, 
p . l6 4 ) ,  i t  is  be lieved  to be im p ressio n istic  and  hence by some re s e a rc h e r s ,  
u n re lia b le .
Huot (1990), fo r  exam ple, reexam in ing  th e  re liab ility  and  especiaU y 
vaH dity of ho listic  sco rin g , po in ts  o u t th a t  ho listic  sco rin g  is  a t  a 
d is t in c t  d isad v a n ta g e  because  i t  is  an in d iv id u a lly  sco red  te s t .  A ccording 
to him, th e  sco res  m ust be g en erab zed  to show ho listic  sco rin g  re s u lts  
re fle c tin g  w ritin g  q u a lity . Huot s ta te s  th a t :
th e  more re liab le  a t e s t ,  th e  more we can g en era lize  ab o u t i ts  o u t­
com es. . . .  In  o th e r  w o rd s , we m ust be able to generaM ze sco res  if we 
wish to claim th a t  ho listic  sco rin g  re s u l ts  re f le c t w ritin g  q u a lity  and  
a b ility . So, th e  ab ility  to genera lize  ab o u t sco res  rece iv ed  from 
ho listic  ra tin g  p ro c e d u re s  is  lim ited due to i ts  low re lia b ility , (p .
203)
In  a s tu d y  com paring  sco rin g  te c h n iq u e s , P e rk in s  (1983) m entions th a t  p u b ­
lished  re s e a rc h  on ho listic  sco rin g  in te rm s of re liab ility  and  c o n c u rre n t 
v a lid ity  has  y ie lded  c o n tra d ic to ry  f in d in g s . He re p o r ts  th e  r e s u lts  of a 
s tu d y  made by  D iederich  (1974, as d iscu ssed  in P e rk in s , 1983) which show 
th a t  "ou t of th e  300 e ssa y s  g ra d e d , 101 rece iv ed  e v e ry  g ra d e  from 1 to 9,
94% rece iv ed  e ith e r  sev e n , e ig h t o r n ine d if fe re n t g ra d e s ; and  no e ssay  
rece iv ed  le ss  th an  five d if fe re n t g ra d e s  from 53 re a d e rs "  (p . 653).
F o r tu n a te ly , i t  is  possib le  to reach  reaso n ab ly  h igh  re b a b ility  with 
ho listic  sco rin g  when th e  following p o in ts  a re  co n s id e re d . T horough  
tra in in g  of th e  re a d e rs  is n e c e ssa ry . C arlson  & B ridgem an (1986) believe 
th a t  th e  problem  th a t  comes o u t with th e  d is p a r ity  of th e  s tu d e n ts ' e x p e c t­
11
ed sk ills  can  be re so lv ed  by tra in in g  and  reach in g  a co n se n su s  ab o u t how to
ev a lu a te  su ch  e s sa y s . C arlson  & B ridgem an r e p o r t  h igh  re liab ility  (.8 0  to
.85) fo r  hoUstic sco rin g  a f te r  tra in in g , in a s tu d y  w ith n a tiv e  s tu d e n t  
, >
popu la tion .
A dditionally , ho listic  sco rin g  can  be h igh ly  re liab le  w hen r a te r s  from 
sim ilar b a c k g ro u n d s  a re  c a re fu lly  tra in e d . C ooper (1977) beH eves th a t  in 
add ition  to  t r a in in g , r a te r s  b ack g ro u n d  is  also im p o rtan t. He s ta te s  th a t  
i t  is  possib le  to im prove re liab ility  from  a ra n g e  of .30 to .75 before  
tra in in g  to a ran g e  of .73 to .98 a f te r  t ra in in g . The following s ta tem en t 
b e s t d e sc r ib e s  w hat he believes ab o u t th e  re liab ility  of ho lis tic  sco rin g :
When r a te r s  a re  from sim ilar b a ck g ro u n d s  and  when th e y  a re  tra in e d  w ith 
a ho listic  sco rin g  g u id e—e ith e r  one th e y  borrow  o r  d ev ise  fo r them ­
se lv es  of th e  sp o t—th e y  can  ach ieve  n early  p e r fe c t ag reem en t in 
choosing  th e  b e t te r  of a p a ir  of e s s a y s ; and  th e y  ach ieve  sco rin g  
re liab ilitie s  in th e  h igh  e ig h tie s  and  low n in e tie s  on th e ir  summed 
sco res  from m ultiple p ieces of a s tu d e n t 's  w ritin g , (p . 19)
In a s tu d y  th a t  exam ines TOEFL T e s t of W ritten E nglish  (TWE), Boyd (1990) 
po in ts  o u t th e  im portance of tra in in g  fo r  re liab ility  of ho lis tic  sco rin g .
She s ta te s  in h e r  fina l an a ly s is  th a t  " it is  no t th e  S coring  Guide th a t  
g u a ra n te e s  re liab le  sco rin g  of TWE p a p e r s ,  b u t  th e  n a tu re  of th e  tra in in g  
th a t  th e  r e a d e rs  receive"  (p . 101).
M itchell and  A nderson  (1986) r e p o r t  th e  h igh  re liab iU ty  of holistic  
sco rin g  th e y  u sed  in a s tu d y  ab o u t th e  re liab ility  of ho listic  sco rin g .
Each e ssay  was read  by two r a te r s  and  if th e  p a p e rs  rece iv ed  more th an  one 
sco re  d isag reem en t, a th ird  read in g  was n eed ed . M itchell and  A nderson  
p o in t o u t th a t  "a th ird  read in g  was re q u ire d  on 5.3% of th e  p ap e rs"  (p .
772). T he reUabUity was . 94.
H am burg (1984) also m entions th e  e ffe c t of tra in in g  on th e  re liab ility  
of holistic  sco rin g  in a s tu d y  th a t  d is c u s se s  th e  re la tio n sh ip  betw een
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su b jec tiv e  evalua tion  and  ob jective m easu res of ESL w ritin g  p ro fic iency .
He concludes th a t  "ho listic  evaluation  of ESL com positions, w ith tra in in g  
to fam iliarize re a d e rs  with th e  ty p e s  of fe a tu re s  p re s e n t  in ESL composi­
tio n s , can be co n sid e red  to be ad eq u a te ly  re liab le  and  valid" (p . 103).
G rego ry  (1991) in h is s tu d y  exam ining th e  w eaknesses of holistic  
a sse ssm en t accep ts  th e  h igh  re liab ility  (.80  o r above) of ho listic  sco rin g .
To mention h is belief ab o u t th e  re lia b ility , he q u o tes  Hogan and  M ishler 
(1981) who say  th a t  "most re s e a rc h e r s  ag re e  th a t  th is  lev e l of reUabUity 
(o v e r .80) is  p o ssib le , d e sp ite  a w id esp read  notion to th e  c o n tra ry  among 
lay p e rso n s"  (p . 7 ).
N e v e rth e le ss , we can find  some s tu d ie s  th a t  show low re liab ility  fo r 
th e  ho listic  m ethod with tra in e d  r a te r s .  V aughan (1990), fo r  exam ple, 
co n d u cted  a s tu d y  in  which she  ev a lu a ted  th e  "p ro cess"  by which r a te r s  make 
th e ir  decisions d u r in g  ho listic  a sse ssm en t. In  h e r  re s e a rc h  th e  p ass in g  
e ssa y s  rece iv ed  4, 5, o r 6 and  failing  e ssa y s  rece iv ed  3, 2, o r 1. The 
r a te r s  w ere tra in e d  and  ask ed  to g rad e  six  e ss a y s  com m enting v erba lly  in a 
th in k -a lo u d  p ro c e d u re  as th e y  re a d . T hese  e ssa y s  were ra te d  befo reh an d  a t 
th e  u n iv e rs ity  by te a c h e rs  of th a t  u n iv e rs ity . V aughan re p o r ts  th a t  " the  
o rig in al r a te r s  ( te a c h e rs  of th e  u n iv e rs ity )  p a ssed  only two of th e  six 
e ssa y s  (33%). On th e  o th e r  h an d , th e  r a te r s  in th is  s tu d y  aw arded  e ssa y s  a 
p ass in g  g ra d e  57 p e rc e n t of th e  time" (p . 115). V aughan 's  s tu d y  shows low 
re liab ility  of ho listic  sco rin g  m ethod. The e ssa y s  th a t  w ere ra te d  by the  
o rig in a l te a c h e rs  of the  u n iv e rs ity  rece iv ed  33% su cc e ss  w hereas th e  r a te r s  
in V aughan 's  s tu d y  passed  57% of th e  same e s sa y s .
Holistic sco rin g  has some o th e r  d isa d v a n ta g e s  b esid es  th e  questio n  of 
low re liab ility  of th e  sco ring  m ethod. Mann (1988) s ta te s  th a t  th e  use of 
ho listic  sco rin g  is in a p p ro p ria te  in te ach in g  s itu a tio n s  w here d iagnostic  
d a ta  is re q u ire d  since i t  g ives only a g e n e ra l ra t in g .
Y et, G rego ry  (1991) sees th is  as  an a d v an ta g e . He po in ts  ou t th a t
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"language  is  no t le a rn ed  from s u b se t to s u b s e t ,  s t r u c tu r e  to s t r u c tu r e .  
In s te a d , i t  is  u n d e r  norm al cond itions 'le a rn e d  and  u sed  all of a p iece ' so 
to sp eak  in a ho lis tic  fash ion" (p . 10).
T h e re fo re , i t  is  possib le  to find v a rio u s  re s u l ts  fo r  th e  re liab ility  
and  th e  a d v a n ta g e s  of ho listic  sco rin g  b u t th e  a d v a n ta g e s  seem to outw eigh 
th e  d isa d v a n ta g e s .
A nalytic S coring
The an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethod is  a n o th e r  m ethod of d ire c t  w ritin g  a s s e s s ­
m ent w hich p ro v id e s  s e p a ra te  sco res . P e rk in s  (1983) d e fin e s  th is  p ro c e d u re  
as i t  in v o lv es  th e  sep a ra tio n  of th e  v a rio u s  fe a tu re s  of a com position in to  
com ponents fo r  sco rin g  p u rp o se s . T h is  d e fin ition  can  be ap p lied  to th e  ESL 
Composition Profile (see  A ppendix  D) as  an an a ly tic  s co rin g  m ethod.
A lthough th e  a u th o rs  c o n sid e r th e  ESL Profile as  a ho lis tic  sco rin g  m ethod 
(Jacobs e t  ad ., p . 2 9 ), i t  fu lfills  o u r  d e fin ition  of an an a ly tic  m ethod by 
s e p a ra tin g  sco rin g  fo r  c o n te n t, o rg an iza tio n , v o c ab u la ry , lan g u ag e  u se , and 
m echanics.
Like h o lis tic  sc o r in g , an a ly tic  sco rin g  h as some a d v a n ta g e s  and  d isad ­
v a n tag e s . I t  is  be lieved  to perm it re liab le  sco res  among r a te r s  by  some 
re s e a rc h e rs  (C a re y , 1988; C onnor, 1990; H u g h es, 1989; Jaco b s  e t  a l,
1981; P e rk in s , 1983). C onnor, fo r exam ple, r e p o r ts  th e  re liab ility  of 
an a ly tic  sco rin g  betw een .81 to .91 . A n o ther a d v an ta g e  of an a ly tic  sco rin g  
is th a t  as  C arey  s ta te s :  " it p ro v id es  a sy stem atic  way to a ss ig n  p a rtia l 
c re d it .  J u s t  as  im p o rtan t, i t  allows s tu d e n ts  to see  w here th e y  lo s t 
po in ts"  (p . 191).
H ow ever, C arlson  and  Bridgem an see th is  ad v an tag e  of an a ly tic  sco rin g  
as an illusion  s ta t in g  th a t  " th e  r e a d e r 's  g e n e ra l im pression  is likely  to 
in fluence  ra t in g s  on each  of th e  se p a ra te  a sp e c ts  being  ev a lu a ted "  (p .




an a ly tic  sca les  in th e  following way:
T h ere  is  no ev idence  th a t  w ritin g  q u a lity  is th e  r e s u l t  of th e  accum u­
lation of a s e r ie s  of su b sk ills . To th e  c o n tra ry ,  th e  lack  of a g re e ­
m ent of subsk iU s in th e  p ro fessio n  s u g g e s ts  th a t  w ritin g  rem ains more 
th an  th e  sum of i ts  p a r ts  and  th a t  th e  an a ly tic  th e o ry  th a t  seek s  to 
define and  add  up th e  su b sk ills  is  fundam entally  flaw ed. A nalytic 
sco rin g  is uneconom ical, u n re lia b le , pedagog ically  u n c e r ta in  o r  de­
s tru c tiv e  and  th e o re tic a lly  b a n k ru p t ,  (p . 6)
White th in k s  th a t  th e  an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethod h as lo s t i ts  im portance 
because  i t  ev a lu a te s  w ritin g  as  su b sk ills  and  b ecause  i t  is  n e ith e r  p ra c ti­
cal fo r te s t in g  p ro fic ien cy  n o r re liab le .
The main d isad v a n ta g e  of anadytic sco rin g  is th a t  i t  is  tim e-consum ing. 
S tephen  Wiseman (c ited  in C arlson  and  B ridgem an, 1986) found  th a t  " fo u r 
g en e ra l im pression  m ark in g s  (ho listic  m ark ing) w ere e q u iv a len t in time and 
e ffo r t to one an a ly tic  m arking" (p . 145). T h e re fo re , ra tin g  la rg e  g ro u p  of 
e ssa y s  w ith an a ly tic  sco rin g  could cause  fa tig u e  in r a te r s  and  co n seq u en tly  
m ight a ffe c t i ts  re lia b ility .
In  s tu d ie s  com paring  ho listic  and  an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethods, both  have 
shown some re liab le  r e s u l ts .  C anale, F re n e tte  and  B élanger (1988), in a 
s tu d y  e v a lu a tin g  s tu d e n t  w ritin g  in f i r s t  and  second  lan g u ag e , find  re li­
ab ility  fo r ho listic  sco rin g  q u ite  h igh  (ra n g in g  from .83 to .92) and  
g en era lly  h igh  fo r an a ly tic  (ran g in g  from  .59 to 90). H ow ever, the  ran g e  
of an a ly tic  sco re s  was w ider th an  of ho listic  so re s . C arlso n , B ridgem an, 
Camp and  W aanders (1985) also re p o r t  h igh  re liab ilitie s  fo r  both  sco ring  
m ethods: from .80 - .8 5  fo r ho listic  and  from .80 - .8 4  fo r an a ly tic .
R eliability
V alidity is  th e  m ajor co n cern  in la rg e -sc a le  te s t in g  p ro g ram s. S ta n s f-  
ield  and  Ross (1988) d e fin es  v a lid ity  as  " th e  in te r fe re n c e s  made ab o u t a 
te s t  sco re : i . e . ,  th e  d eg ree  to which i t  is  u se fu l as  a m easure  of a
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p a r tic u la r  t r a i t  fo r  a p a r tic u la r  p u rp o se  and  fo r a p a r tic u la r  exam inee"
(P . 4 ).
R eliability  is a n o th e r  co n cern  in su ch  te s t in g  p ro g ram s. "R eliability  
r e fe r s  to th e  cap ac ity  of th e  a sse ssm en t p ro c e d u re s  to r a n k -o rd e r  th e  same 
sam ples of w ritin g  perfo rm ance co n s is te n tly  in th e  same w ay". (H enning , 
1991) H enning  m eans a re liab le  te s t  y ie ld s  th e  same sco re s  o r  r a n k -o rd e r ­
ing  fo r th e  same g ro u p  of s tu d e n ts  u n d e r  d if fe re n t con d itio n s .
S tan sfie ld  and  Ross also s ta te  th a t  in e ssa y  te s t in g , re liab ility  is of 
g r e a te r  th a n  norm al im portance because  e ssay  te s ts  e x h ib it a good deal of 
face v a lid ity . The face va lid ity  of e ssa y  te s ts  is  th a t  th e y  re q u ire  th e  
exam inee to p e rfo rm  in s te a d  of d em o n stra tin g  know ledge ab o u t how to p e r ­
form . H ow ever, i t  is  no t possib le  to say  th e  same fo r th e  re liab ility  of 
e ssay  te s t s  s ince  th e y  a re  open to so u rc es  of e r r o r  th a t  a re  no t p re s e n t in 
m ultip le-cho ice t e s t s .  T h e re fo re , in d ire c t  m easu res , su ch  a s  e ssay  te s t s ,  
re liab ility  becom es an  e x ten s iv e  co n ce rn .
The accep tab le  lev e l of re liab ility  d if fe rs  acco rd in g  to d if fe re n t u ses  
of th e  t e s t .  C ooper (1977) s ta te s  th a t  "a re liab ility  co effic ien t of .80 
is co n sid e red  h igh  enough  fo r p rogram  ev a lu a tio n , while a re liab ility  
co effic ien t of . 90 fo r  in d iv id u a l g row th  m easurem ent in te ach in g  and 
re se a rc h "  (p . 18). S im ilarly , Jac o b s , e t a l. r e p o r ts  th a t  " re liab ility  
co effic ien ts  of .85 a re  u sually  co n sid e red  ad eq u a te  fo r  te s t s  used  fo r 
p lacem ent p u rp o s e s , b u t h ig h e r  re liab ilitie s  — in th e  n in e tie s  — are  
d e sirab le  and  re q u e s te d  fo r te s t s  which will be th e  basis  fo r  decisions 
ab o u t in d iv id u a ls"  (p . 69). The re liab ility  of .80 was accep ted  high 
enough  in th is  s tu d y .
I n te r r a te r  R eliability
R eliability  can  be m easured  in a num ber of w ays; in te r r a te r  reUabiU- 
ty ,  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ility , t e s t - r e te s t  re lia b ility , sp lit-h a lf  re liab ili­
ty ,  in te r to p ic  re lia b ility . T his re se a rc h  will focus on only two of th ese
re liab ility  m easurem ents; in te r r a te r  and  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ility .
P e rh a p s  th e  most common m ethod fo r a s s e ss in g  th e  re liab ility  of w rit­
in g -sam ple  te s t s  is to de term ine th e  in te r r a te r  re lia b ility . (G re e n b e rg ,
1986; H atch & L azara to n , 1991; H enning , 1991; L au er & A sh e r, 1988) I n te r r ­
a te r  re lia b ility  estim ates  th e  e x te n t to w hich two o r  more r a te r s  ag ree  on 
th e  sco re  th a t  shou ld  be a ss ig n ed  to an  e ssa y . T h a t is ,  two r a te r s  wiU. 
g ive th e  same sco res  fo r  th e  same e s sa y s .
I n te r r a te r  re liab ility  invo lves d e te rm in in g  th e  in te rc o rre la tio n  of two 
o r  more r a te r s  fo r  th e  same w riting  sam ple, and  th e n  ad ju s tin g  th e  ob ta ined  
co effic ien ts  by use  of th e  Spearm an-B row n P rophecy  form ula, to re fle c t the  
av e rag e  ra tin g  of th e  r a te r s .
The n um ber of th e  r a te r s  is im p o rtan t in d e te rm in in g  th e  in te r r a te r  
re liab ility  b ecause  s tu d e n ts ' final sco res  a re  th e  com bination o r  av erag e  
of th e  r a t in g s .  H ence, th e  more r a te r s ,  th e  h ig h e r  th e  re liab ility . R ater 
tra in in g  is  also im p o rtan t fo r h igh  in te r r a te r  re liab ility  as  well. If th e  
r a te r s  a re  tra in e d  c a re fu lly , i t  is  possib le  to ach ieve  h igh  in te r r a te r  
re l ia b il i ty .
I n t r a r a te r  R eliability
I n t r a r a te r  re liab ility  in d ica te s  how c o n s is te n t a s ing le  r a te r  is in 
sco rin g  th e  same s e t  of e ssa y s  tw ice w ith a spec ified  time in te rv a l betw een 
th e  f i r s t  and  second  sco rin g . T h a t is ,  any  p a r tic u la r  r a te r  would give th e  
same sco re  on both  ra t in g s .
The in te rc o rre la tio n  of th e  two sco rin g  of one r a te r  fo r  the  same 
w riting  sam ples is de term ined  and  th e n  th e  co effic ien t is a d ju s ted  to the  
Spearm an-B row n form ula to re fle c t th e  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility .
As i t  is  in in te r r a te r  re lia b ility , r a te r  tra in in g  is im p o rtan t to 
in c re ase  in t r a r a te r  reU abU ity. If th e  r a te r s  a re  tra in e d  well in each 
sco rin g  se ss io n , i t  is  possib le  to ach ieve  h igh  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility .
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Conclusion
T his rev iew  of l i te ra tu re  te lls  how v ario u s  r e s e a rc h e rs  have viewed the  
two main sco rin g  m ethods of te s tin g  w ritin g , ho listic  and  an a ly tic , which 
th is  s tu d y  h as exam ined. The two m ethods have both  a d v an ta g e s  and  d isad ­
v a n ta g e s . Each of th e  two m ethods has been found  re liab le  by some r e ­
s e a rc h e rs ,  u n re liab le  by o th e rs .
T his s tu d y  exam ined th e  re liab ility  of th e se  two sco rin g  m ethods in EFL 
co n tex t in  T u rk ish  U n iv e rs ity  P re p a ra to ry  schoo ls , focusing  only th e  
in te r r a te r  and  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility .
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY 
In tro d u c tio n
This s tu d y  aims to determ ine  which is  th e  more re liab le  way of sco rin g  
EFL w ritin g  sam ples in th e  c o n tex t of T u rk ish  u n iv e rs it ie s . The sco rin g  
m ethod used  in  th e  p re p a ra to ry  d e p a rtm en t of Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity  (ÇU) — a 
v a ria n t of an a ly tic  sco rin g  — was te s te d  u s in g  a simple co rre la tio n a l 
s ta tis tic a l tech n iq u e  in o rd e r  to exam ine th e  re liab ility  of th e  m ethod a t 
th is  u n iv e rs ity . In  ad d itio n , two d is tin c t sco rin g  m ethods, an a ly tic  
(Com position Profile Scale) and  ho listic  (TWE) sco rin g  m ethods, w ere 
c o rre la ted  to te s t  w h e th e r an a ly tic  o r  ho lis tic  s co rin g  is  more re liab le  in 
th is  s e tt in g .
R esearch  D esign
I u sed  a focused  d e sc rip tiv e  com bined w ith a co rre la tio n a l d esig n  in 
o rd e r  to te s t  th e  re liab ility  of th e  sco rin g  m ethod th a t  is u sed  in Ç u k u ro ­
va u n iv e rs ity  and  to determ ine  w h e th e r an a ly tic  o r  ho listic  sco rin g  m ethod 
is more re liab le . The s tu d y  is  called a focused  d e sc r ip tiv e  because  in 
su ch  s tu d ie s  th e  re s e a rc h e r  o b se rv es  th e  ac tiv itie s  and  tak e  no tes (e . g . ,  
o b se rv a tio n a l s tu d ie s ) ,  and  n arrow s th e  scope of th e  s tu d y  to a p a r tic u la r  
s e t  of v a riab le s  (L arsen -F reem an  and  Long, 1991). In  th is  s tu d y  I narrow ed  
th e  s tu d y  to th e  system  fo r sco rin g  w ritin g  sam ples a t  th e  advan ced  level.
I used  no tes ob ta in ed  d u rin g  o b se rv a tio n  to d e sc rib e  how th e  sco rin g  system  
took place a t  Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity . The num ber of r a t e r s ,  th e  num ber of the  
p a p e rs  each r a te r  r a te s ,  th e  sco rin g  m ethod, th e  r a te r s ' t r a in in g , as well 
as th e  p ro c e d u re s  fo r  sp o t-c h ec k in g  w ere d e sc r ib e d . T h is q u a lita tiv e  d a ta  
was used  to te ll w h e th e r th e  sco rin g  p ro c e d u re  s tre n g th e n e d  o r w eakened the  
re liab ility  of th e  sco rin g  system  in th is  in s ti tu tio n .
T his s tu d y  is  term ed  co rre la tio n a l as  well becau se  co rre la tio n a l 
s tu d ie s  t r y  to e s ta b lish  a re la tio n sh ip  betw een sca led  o r  sco red  d a ta  on 
one v ariab le  w ith th o se  on a n o th e r  (H atch & L azara to n , 1991). In th is
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s tu d y , I c o rre la te d  th e  sco res  g iven  by  th e  r a te r s  fo r  th e  two sco ring  
m ethods. T h is q u a n tita tiv e  d a ta  exam ined th e  re la tio n sh ip  betw een th e se  
sco res  to find  th e  re liab ility  of th e  sco rin g  m ethods.
The following sec tio n s  deal w ith who th e  su b je c ts  a r e ,  how the  d a ta  
were c o rre la te d , and  w hat s te p s  w ere followed.
S ources of d a ta
The popu la tion  of th is  s tu d y  is  ab o u t 1000 p re p a ra to ry  EFL s tu d e n ts  a t 
fo u r p ro fic ien cy  lev e ls : b e g in n e r , lo w er-in te rm ed ia te , u p p e r-in te rm e d ia te  
and  ad v an ced  lev e l of s tu d e n ts .  A s tu d e n t 's  p ro fic ien cy  lev e l is d e te r ­
mined by  a s ta n d a rd iz e d  placem ent t e s t ,  called The P ro fic iency  Exam ination 
p re p a re d  by  C am bridge U n iv e rs ity .
At QU p re p a ra to ry  schoo l, s tu d e n ts  s tu d y  E nglish  in te n s iv e ly , i. . e . ,  
five d ay s  a w eek. S tu d e n ts  s tu d y  th e  fo u r sk ills  25 h o u rs  p e r  w eek. At 
th e  b e g in n e r , lo w er-in te rm ed ia te  and  u p p e r- in te rm e d ia te  le v e ls , 3 h o u rs  o u t 
of 25 a re  d ev o ted  to th e  w ritin g  sk ills  and  a t ad v an ced  lev e l 4 h o u rs
The sam ple fo r  th is  s tu d y  is 150 s tu d e n ts  who a re  a t  th e  advanced  
level. S tu d e n ts  a t  th is  level w ere se lec ted  since  th e y  w ere able to w rite  
e ssa y s  r a th e r  th a n  s h o r t  p a ra g ra p h s . The age and  sex of th e  s tu d e n ts  were 
not co n sid e red  as  m od era to r v a riab le s  b ecause  th e se  v a riab le  w ere not 
th o u g h t to a ffe c t th e  re liab ility  of th e  sco rin g  m ethods. T h is sample (150 
e ssay s) was u sed  to t e s t  th e  re liab ility  of sco rin g  m ethod u sed  in th is  
u n iv e rs ity .
F ifty  o u t of 150 s tu d e n ts  were se lec ted  by a simple random  sam pling 
p ro c e d u re . I p re p a re d  150 p ieces of p a p e rs . I m arked 50 of th ese  p a p e rs  
and  p u t them  to g e th e r . On the  o th e r  h a n d , I num bered  th e  e ssa y s . I p icked 
one of th e  p ieces fo r  each num bered  e ssa y . If th e  piece was m arked , the  
e ssay  was se le c ted . T h is  sample (50 e ssa y s)  was u sed  to te s t  w h e th er 
an a ly tic  o r  ho lis tic  sco rin g  m ethod is more re liab le .
T his s tu d y  c o n s is ts  of in te rv a l d a ta  — th e  m arks g iv en  by r a te r s  fo r
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holistic  and  an a ly tic  s co rin g . In te rv a l d a ta  te ll us how much of a v a r i­
able to a t t r ib u te  to a p e rso n , te x t ,  o r  ob jec t p re c ise ly . The in te rv a ls  of 
m easurem ent can be d e sc r ib e d . Each in te rv a l u n it has th e  same value so 
th a t  u n its  can  be added  o r  s u b tra c te d  (H atch & L azara to n , 1991).
M easurem ents
T his s tu d y  has two k in d s  of v a r ia b le s , in d e p e n d e n t and  d ep en d en t. An 
in d e p e n d e n t v a riab le  is a v a riab le  th a t  may re la te  to o r  in fluence  the  
d e p e n d e n t v a riab le . T h e re fo re , th e  in d e p e n d e n t v a riab le s  in th is  s tu d y  a re  
th e  r a te r s  since th e y  may a ffe c t th e  o th e r  v a ria b le s . A d e p en d e n t variab le  
is th e  one th a t  will be in flu en ced  by o th e r  v a r ia b le s . T h e re fo re , the  
d e p en d e n t v a ria b le s  in th is  s tu d y  a re  th e  sco res  g iven  by th e  r a te r s  fo r 
each e ssay  u s in g  an a ly tic  and  ho listic  ru b r ic .
I c o rre la te d  th e  sco res  g iven  by r a te r s  and  ca lcu la ted  both  in te r r a te r  
and  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  in  o rd e r  to de term ine  w h e th e r an a ly tic  o r 
ho listic  sco rin g  m ethod is more re liab le . H ence, a co rre la tio n  was applied  
to ho listic  and  an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethods se p a ra te ly . All e ssa y s  were 
ra te d  tw ice fo r  each of th e  sco rin g  m ethods. I c o rre la te d  th e  sco res  each 
r a te r  gave in th e  f i r s t  and  th e  second ra tin g s  because  th is  s tu d y  also 
so u g h t to exam ine how h igh  th e  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  was fo r  each sco ring  
m ethod.
In s tru m e n ts
T his s tu d y  has two in s tru m e n ts : H olistic and  an a ly tic  ru b r ic s .  The 
holistic  ru b r ic  is th e  one u sed  in th e  TOEFL T e s t of W ritten English (TWE) 
(see A ppendix  C ). T his ru b r ic  is scaled  from 1 to 6 and  each of the  six 
b an d s is i l lu s tra te d  with fo u r o r five d e s c r ip to r s .  The d e sc r ip to rs  focus 
on the  d eg ree  to which th e  exam inee 's  w ritin g  d em o n stra tes  rh e to rica l and 
sy n tac tic  com petence. For exam ple, when r a te r s  have to make decisions 
ab o u t th e  specific  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of a com peten t w rite r , th e  ru b r ic s  
b en ea th  each  d e sc r ip to r  a re  d esig n ed  to a s s is t  re a d e rs  in th e ir  assessm en t.
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The an a ly tic  ru b r ic  is th e  ESL Com position Profile (see  A ppendix D ).
T his ru b r ic  co n ta in s  five com ponent sca les  (c o n te n t, o rg an iza tio n , vocabu­
la ry , lan g u ag e  u se , and  m ech an ics), each focusing  on an a sp e c t of com posi­
tion and  w eigh ted  acco rd in g  to its  estim ated  sign ificance  fo r effective  
w ritten  com m unication. The sco res  used  in Jaco b s e t a l. ra n g e d  from 34 to 
100 o rig in a lly . H ow ever, th e se  sco res  w ere re d u c ed  by h a lf, ra n g in g  from 
17 to 50, in o rd e r  to ach ieve  more re liab le  r e s u l ts .  The to ta l w eight fo r 
each  com ponent is f u r th e r  b ro k en  down in to  num erical ra n g e s  th a t  co rre sp o n d  
to fo u r m aste ry  lev e ls  (ex ce llen t to v e ry  good, good to a v e ra g e , fa ir  to 
p o o r, and  v e ry  p o o r) . T hese levels a re  c h a ra c te r iz e d  and  d is tin g u ish ed  by 
k ey -w o rd  d e s c r ip to r s  which se rv e  as rem in d e rs  of specific  c r i te r ia  fo r 
excellence and  of la rg e r  co n cep ts  in com position.
P ro ced u re
The f i r s t  s te p  in th is  s tu d y  was to o b se rv e  th e  te s t in g  and  sco rin g  
p ro c e d u re  a t  Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity  as a n o n -p a r tic ip a n t o b s e rv e r . I was 
allowed by  th e  a d m in is tra to rs  to o b serv e  th e  te s t in g  and  sco rin g  p ro ced u re  
because  I would d e sc rib e  why th e  sco rin g  was re liab le  o r  no t and  because I 
would recom m end to th e  a d m in is tra to rs  a re liab le  m ethod of sco rin g  if the  
one th ey  w ere u s in g  was found  to be u n re liab le .
O b serva tion  of th e  Scoring  Method a t Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity
I d iv id ed  th e  o b se rv a tio n  in to  fo u r p a r ts :  d u rin g  th e  t e s t ,  before  
p a p e r  ra tin g  s ta r te d ,  d u r in g  ra tin g  and  d u rin g  th e  sp o t-c h e c k . I took 
no tes d u r in g  my o b se rv a tio n s .
D uring  th e  t e s t ,  I o b se rv ed  th e  a tt i tu d e  of th e  te a c h e rs  in th e  te s tin g  
room, th e  am ount of time th a t  was devo ted  to th e  w ritin g  sec tion  in the  
t e s t ,  and  th e  m ateria ls  s tu d e n ts  and  th e  te a c h e rs  had .
D uring  th e  p re - r a t in g  p a r t ,  I o b se rv ed  how th e  te a c h e rs  were o rgan ized  
to ra te  th e  w ritin g  sec tio n , how many r a te r s  w ere used  in r a t in g , how many 
p a p e rs  each  r a te r  was g iven  to ra te ,  th e  c r i te r ia  d is tr ib u te d  to the
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r a te r s ,  if th e y  w ere th e  te a c h e rs  of w ritin g  sk ill only o r  if th ey  were th e  
te a c h e rs  of any  sk ill.
D uring  th e  ra tin g  p a r t ,  I o b se rv ed  how th e  tab le  le a d e r  tra in e d  the  
r a te r s  on th e  ru b r ic ,  th e  p rac tice  r a t in g ,  th e  a tt i tu d e  of th e  r a te r s  
tow ard  th e  ru b r ic  and  sco rin g  and  th e  av e rag e  time each  r a te r  sp e n t p e r  
e ssa y .
D uring  th e  sp o t-c h ec k  p a r t ,  th e  te s t in g  committee random ly se lec ted  25% 
of th e  p a p e rs  in each  s e t  to r e ra te .  I o b se rv ed  how th e  te s tin g  committee 
co n d u c ted  th e  sp o t-c h e c k , w hat th ey  d id  when th e y  met a d isc rep an cy  in 
sc o re s , and  who did th e  second ra tin g  in th e  case  of d isc rep a n c ie s .
The o b se rv a tio n s  took th re e  d ay s; one day  when th e  exam took p lace , th e  
following day  when th e  ra tin g  took place and  a th ird  day  when the  sp o t-  
check  o c c u rre d .
Data Collection
A fte r th e  o b se rv a tio n s , I co llected  th e  sco res  g iven  on each essay  by 
th e  te a c h e rs  in th is  in s titu tio n  in o rd e r  to te s t  th e  re liab ility  of the  
r a te r s .  T h e re  w ere 150 advan ced  s tu d e n ts  who took th e  exam.
With th e  c o n sen t of th e  ad m in is tra tio n  and  th e  s tu d e n ts  (see A ppendix 
A ), one day  a f te r  th e  exam took p lace , I gave th e  same s tu d e n ts  a topic and  
ask ed  them  to w rite  an essay  on th is  top ic  in th e  same mode and  th e  same 
period  of time as th e y  had done in th e  exam th e  p re v io u s  d ay .
I co llected  th e se  e ssa y s  and  by random  sam pling I se lec ted  50 o u t of 
150 e ssa y s  to te s t  th e  more re liab le  way of sco rin g  by u s in g  holistic  and  
an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethods. Since th e se  e ssa y s  w ere to be ra te d  with th e  two 
sco rin g  m ethods, I form ed a g ro u p  of fo u r e x p e rien ced  EFL T u rk ish  te ac h e rs  
as r a te r s .  The fo u r te a c h e rs  had a t le a s t five y e a rs  of teach in g  e x p e r i­
ence in th e  P re p a ra to ry  d ep a rtm en ts  of T u rk ish  u n iv e rs itie s . T hese r a te r s  
met fo u r tim es to ra te  th e  p a p e rs , tw ice fo r  ho listic  ra tin g  and  twice fo r 
an a ly tic  ra t in g .
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R ating P ro ced u re
In th e  f i r s t  m eeting I tra in e d  th e  r a te r s  in th e  ho listic  sco rin g  
m ethod. The tra in in g  sessio n  took ab o u t 1.5  h o u rs . T hey  ra te d  each e ssay  
w ith th e  ho listic  sco rin g  m ethod. I d iv ided  50 e ssa y s  in to  fo u r s e ts ,  each 
of which c o n sis tin g  of 12 o r  13 e s sa y s . On each  e ssay  th e re  w ere 4 s t r ip s  
of p a p e rs  each of which had th e  num ber of th e  e ssa y  and  th e  name of the  
r a te r .  The r a te r s  ra te d  th e  g ro u p  of p a p e rs  w ith th e ir  name on th e  top  of 
th e  sco re  s t r ip s .  T hey  w rote th e  sco re  of th e  e ss a y s  on th e se  s t r ip s .
When a r a t e r  f in ish ed  ra tin g  one s e t  of e s s a y s , I took th e  top  s t r ip  off 
and  gave th e se  p a p e rs  to th e  o th e r  r a t e r  whose name was on th e  top  of the  
s t r ip s .  The approx im ate  av e rag e  time fo r ra tin g  each e ssa y  was betw een 1 
and  1.5 m inu tes. The d u ra tio n  of th e  ra tin g  sessio n  took le ss  th a n  1.5 
h o u rs . At th e  end  of th is  ra tin g  se ss io n , 200 ho listic  sco re s  w ere col­
le c ted : 50 sco res  from each  of fo u r r a te r s .
A week a f te r  th e  f i r s t  ho listic  s co r in g , th e  same fo u r r a te r s  met again  
to ra te  th e  same 50 e ssa y s  an a ly tica lly . The r a te r s  w ere tra in e d  in th e  
use of th e  an a ly tic  ru b r ic .  T h is tra in in g  took more th a n  two h o u rs  because  
th e  av erag e  ra tin g  time p e r  e ssa y  was alm ost 3-4 m inu tes. As a r e s u l t ,  the  
ra tin g  was co n tin u ed  in a second  sessio n  (two d ay s  la te r)  in o rd e r  to avoid 
fa tig u e . D uring  th e  f i r s t  an a ly tic  sco rin g  se ss io n , th e  r a te r s  ju d g ed  a 
few sample e ssa y s  to help reca ll th e ir  tra in in g . I followed th e  same 
p ro ced u re  as  in th e  ho listic  ra tin g  fo r th e  o rgan iza tio n  of th e  e ssa y s .
B ut in th e  an a ly tic  se ss io n , I ad d ed  th e  name of th e  an a ly tic  c a teg o rie s  of 
th e  sco rin g . T hey w rote th e  sco re  fo r  each ca teg o ry  n e x t to th e  to ta l 
sco re . T h is p ro c e d u re  was in te n d e d  to help determ ine th e  re la tio n sh ip  
betw een th e  r a te r s  fo r  c a te g o rie s  as  well as to ta l sc o re s . At th e  end  of 
th is  se ss io n , th e re  w ere 200 sco re s  fo r  th e  f i r s t  an a ly tic  se ss io n . T h is 
ra tin g  sessio n  la s te d  ab o u t 3 .5  h o u rs .
The ra tin g  sess io n s  fo r  th e  two sco rin g  m ethods took place twice in
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o rd e r  to d e term ine  th e  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ility . I gave a one month in te rv a l 
betw een th e  two ra t in g s  fo r each m ethod so th a t  th e  r a te r s  could not recall 
th e  e ss a y s  and  th e ir  sco rin g . One m onth a f te r  th e  ho listic  sco rin g , th e  
r a te r s  met again  to ra te  th e  same 50 p a p e rs  u s in g  th e  same holistic  ru b r ic .
I followed th e  same p ro ced u re  in th e  d is tr ib u tio n  of th e  e s s a y s . This 
tra in in g  and  ra tin g  sessio n  la s ted  2 h o u rs . At th e  end  of th is  sess io n , 
th e re  w ere 200 sco res  fo r  th e  second ho listic  sco rin g .
One m onth a f te r  th e  an a ly tic  s c o r in g , th e  r a te r s  met fo r  th e  la s t  time 
to ra te  th e  same e ssa y s  u sin g  th e  same an a ly tic  ru b r ic .  T h is tra in in g  and  
ra tin g  sessio n  la s te d  3 .5  h o u rs . At th e  end  of th is  se s s io n , th e re  were 
200 sco res  fo r  th e  second  an a ly tic  sco rin g .
I form ed ta b le s  to re c o rd  th e  d a ta  from th e  sco rin g  se ss io n s . The 
tab le s  w ere p re p a re d  fo r each session  s e p a ra te ly . B esides m aking th e  
tab le s  fo r  ho listic  and  an a ly tic  sc o re s , I form ed tab le s  fo r  th e  ca teg o rie s  
of an a ly tic  sco rin g .
S ta tis tic a l T echn iques fo r  Data A nalysis
In  th e  an a ly s is  of d a ta , I re fe r re d  to The R esearch  M anual by Hatch and 
L azaraton  (1991) fo r  inform ation ab o u t re liab ility  and  in te r r a te r  re liab il­
i ty . I chose a P earson  co rre la tio n  m atrix  to find  th e  co rre la tio n  coeffi­
c ien ts  betw een  th e  r a te r s .  P earson  co rre la tio n  se a rc h e s  fo r  th e  d eg ree  of 
re la tio n sh ip  betw een two v a riab le s . The co rre la tio n  co effic ien t is sym bol­
ized by th e  le t te r  " r" . The value r  is alw ays som ew here betw een -1 and  0 
o r  0 and  +1. The c lo se r th e  r  is to +1, th e  s t ro n g e r  th e  re la tio n sh ip  
betw een th e  v a ria b le s .
Since P earson  R g ives us th e  re liab ility  fo r  half of th e  t e s t ,  I used  
th e  S pearm an-B row n P rophecy  form ula to find  in te r r a te r  and  in t r a r a te r  
re lia b ility . T his form ula de term ines th e  re liab ility  of th e  fu ll te s t .
T hese co rre la tio n  form ulas a re  used  w ith in te rv a l d a ta , so th e y  a re  a p p ro ­
p ria te  fo r  th is  s tu d y .
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
In tro d u c tio n
T his s tu d y  has bo th  te s te d  th e  re liab ility  of th e  sco rin g  system  of 
w riting  sec tion  u sed  a t  Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity  (ÇU) and  com pared th e  re liab il­
ity  of ho listic  and  an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethods fo r e s s a y s . The form er was 
d e sc rib e d  w ith th e  ob ta ined  o b se rv a tio n a l d a ta  d u rin g  th e  sco rin g  a t the  
u n iv e rs ity  and  th e n  th e  sco res  w ere c o rre la te d  in o rd e r  to t e s t  the  re li­
ab ility  of th e  sy stem . The la t te r  was th e  co rre la tio n a l s tu d y  and  the  
sco res  g iven  fo r each  m ethod w ere c o rre la te d  in o rd e r  to t e s t  th e  in te r r a ­
t e r  and  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  of each m ethod.
D escrip tion  of th e  W riting T e s t P ro cess  a t  ÇU
I collected  o b se rv a tio n a l d a ta  to d e sc rib e  th e  sco rin g  system  a t ÇU. I 
o b se rv ed  how th e  w ritin g  te s t  was g iven  to th e  s tu d e n ts ,  w hat p ro c e d u re s  
were followed befo re  ra t in g ,  d u rin g  ra t in g ,  and  d u rin g  sp o t-c h ec k in g .
The T es t
The te s t  co n sis ted  of fo u r sec tio n s : lis te n in g , g ram m ar, re a d in g , and  
w ritin g . In  th e  w ritin g  sec tio n , in which th e  re s e a rc h e r  was in te re s te d , 
th e  s tu d e n ts  w ere a sk ed  to w rite  a d e sc r ip tiv e  e ssay  on th e  g iven  top ic .
The topic was to w rite  a c h a ra c te r  d e sc rip tio n  fo r someone usin g  the  
inform ation g iv en . The inform ation co n sis ted  of only some ad jec tiv es  th a t  
r e fe r re d  to people c h a ra c te r is t ic s . The s tu d e n ts  w ere a sk ed  to w rite  th e  
e ssa y s  in ab o u t 100 w ords. T his m eant th e  w ord limit fo r th e  e ssay  was 
betw een 90-110 only . They would lose c re d it  if th e y  had more o r le ss  w ords 
of th is  lim it. The c re d it  fo r th e  w ritin g  sec tion  was 20 po in ts  o u t of 100 
and  th is  sec tion  was g iven  in the  la s t  th i r ty  m inu tes.
S tu d e n ts  w ere form ed in g ro u p s  of 25 to 30 in classroom s. The u n d e r­
g ra d u a te  advan ced  level s tu d e n ts  w ere g ro u p ed  in six c iassroom s. I was 
p re s e n t to o b se rv e  only  in one of th e se  c lassroom s. T h ere  w ere 2 te a c h e rs  
and  29 s tu d e n ts  in th is  classroom . The te a c h e rs  inform ed th e  s tu d e n ts
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ab o u t th e  time a llo tted  fo r w riting  sec tion  befo re  th e y  s ta r te d  w ritin g .
The te a c h e rs  o b se rv ed  th e  s tu d e n ts  and  an sw ered  th e ir  q u e s tio n s  when a 
s tu d e n t w anted  to le a rn  th e  m eaning of a w ord.
When th e  time fo r  w riting  sec tion  e n d e d , fo u r  s tu d e n ts  said  th ey  could 
not fin ish  w ritin g  and  th e y  needed more tim e. H ow ever, th e  te a c h e rs  did 
no t g ive them  e x tra  time b u t only le t them  fin ish  th e  sen te n c e  th e y  w ere 
h an d lin g .
P re - ra t in g
The a d m in is tra to rs  form ed a g ro u p  of e leven  te a c h e rs  to ra te  the  
w riting  sec tio n . The te a c h e rs  were se lec ted  random ly , so n o t all th e  
te a c h e rs  w ere te a c h e rs  of w ritin g . Some of them  ta u g h t  o th e r  sk ills  in 
v a rio u s  lev e ls .
The e s sa y s  w ere g ro u p ed  acco rd in g  to th e  lev e ls . The r a te r s  of the  
w riting  sec tio n  decided  to ra te  th e  b e g in n e r  and  lo w er-in te rm ed ia te  level 
s tu d e n ts ' e s s a y s  in th e  m orning and  u p p e r- in te rm e d ia te  an d  advan ced  level 
s tu d e n ts ' in  th e  a fte rn o o n . T h ere  w ere 150 e ssa y s  in th e  ad v an ced  level. 
Since th e  ad v an ced  lev e l s tu d e n ts  (th e  p a r tic ip a n ts  in th is  s tu d y )  s a t  fo r 
th e  exam in g ro u p s  of s ix , th e  e ssa y s  w ere also g ro u p e d  in to  six s e ts  each 
of which in c lu d ed  25-30 e s sa y s . Each r a te r  was su p p o sed  to ra te  ten  to 
fif teen  e ssa y s  fo r  th is  level.
The R ating  Session
The ra tin g  sessio n  took place one day  a f te r  th e  exam in one of th e  
c lassroom s. The r a te r s  came to g e th e r  w ith a tab le  le a d e r  who was one of 
th e  te s t in g  committee m em bers. T h ere  w ere seven  te s t in g  committee members 
form ed by  th e  te a c h e r  re sp o n sib le  fo r th e  te s tin g  office and  th e  te a c h e rs  
chosen  by th e  a d m in is tra to rs . The tab le  le a d e r  gave inform ation  ab o u t the  
ru b r ic  and  an sw ered  th e  q u es tio n s  posed by th e  r a te r s .  The tab le  le ad e r 
used  an OHP to exp lain  th e  ru b r ic  which was a k ind  of an a ly tic  sco rin g  
gu ide  (see  A ppendix  B ). The ru b r ic  had fo u r c a te g o rie s : g ram m ar, co h e r­
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ence & o rg a n iz a tio n , v o cab u la ry , and  c o n te n t & s ty le . The tab le  le ad e r 
ex p la ined  th e  item s in genercd, m ostly by  re a d in g . No p rac tice  session  fo r 
tra in in g  took p lace.
The tab le  le a d e r  inform ed th e  r a te r s  ab o u t th e  ra tin g  p ro c e d u re . They 
ra te d  th e  e ssa y s  s e t  by s e t  (six  se ts )  and  d iv id ed  th e  ra tin g  period  in to  
th re e  p h a se s . Two s e ts  of e ssa y s  w ere ra te d  in  each  p h ase . The f i r s t  two 
s e ts  w ere d is tr ib u te d  to th e  r a te r s .  Each r a te r  had  4-5 e s sa y s .
The tab le  le a d e r  p u t th e  ru b r ic  fo r  th e  gram m ar c a te g o ry  on OHP and 
a sk ed  th e  te a c h e rs  to f i r s t  ra te  th e  e ssa y s  acco rd in g  to th is  c a teg o ry  
on ly . She did  th e  same fo r  th e  o th e r  c a te g o rie s  when th e  r a te r s  fin ish ed  
ra tin g  th is  c a te g o ry .
D uring  th e  ra tin g  session  a d iscu ss io n  a ro se  a b o u t sco rin g  acco rd ing  to 
th e  num ber of th e  w ords of in an e ssa y . The ru b r ic  in d ica ted  th a t  s tu d e n ts  
would lose p o in ts  if th e y  used  more o r  le ss  w ords th a n  th e y  w ere asked  to 
w rite . Some of th e  r a te r s  d isag reed  w ith th e  ru b r ic  on th is  po in t while 
some a g re e d . The d iscu ss io n  took ab o u t fif teen  m inu tes. T hen the  tab le  
le a d e r  w ent to th e  te s t in g  office to r e p o r t  th e  d iscu ss io n . The te s t in g  
office re sp o n d ed  th a t  th ey  should  follow th e  ru b r ic .  T h u s , th e  d iscussion  
ended  and  th e  r a te r s  con tinued  ra tin g  following th e  ru b r ic .  The r a te r s  
w rote th e  sco res  fo r  each ca teg o ry  and  th e  to ta l sco re  fo r  each  e ssay  on 
e ssay  p a p e rs . They th en  p u t th e ir  in itia ls  on th e se  p a p e rs .
The tab le  le a d e r  co llected  th e  f i r s t  two s e ts  and  d is tr ib u te d  th e  o th e r  
two a f te r  th e y  fin ish ed  ra tin g  th e  f i r s t  two s e ts .  The tab le  le ad e r p u t 
th e  gram m ar c a te g o ry  on OHP and  w rote th e  ru b r ic  fo r  th e  o th e r  ca teg o rie s  
on th e  b o ard  fo r th is  second phase  and  th e  th ird  p h a se . The r a te r s  S cd d  
th is  was more p ra c tic a l. At th e  end  of th e se  th re e  p h a se s , each r a te r  
ra te d  ab o u t 12-14 e s sa y s .
I also o b se rv ed  th e  time a llo tted  fo r  th e  ra tin g  of e s s a y s . The e n tire  
session  to ra te  150 e ssa y s  took ab o u t 1 .5  h o u rs , in c lu d in g  th e  exp lanation
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of th e  ru b r ic  and  d isc u ss io n s . I o b se rv ed  th a t  ra tin g  took ab o u t 3 .5  to 4 
m inutes p e r  e ss a y .
S p o t-ch eck in g
The day  a f te r  th e  ra t in g ,  the  te s t in g  committee took th e  six s e ts  of 
e ssa y s  to sp o t-c h e c k . They random ly se lec ted  ab o u t 25% of th e  e ssa y s  in 
each s e t .  The te s t in g  committee re ra te d  th e  e ssa y s  th a t  th e y  se lec ted .
While r e r a t in g ,  th e y  met d isc rep a n c ie s  betw een th e  sco re s  g iven  th e  p re v i­
ous day  and  th e  sc o re s  th e y  gave in th re e  o u t of th e  six  s e ts .  W ithout any  
co rrec tio n  on th e  s c o re s , th e se  th re e  s e ts  w ere g iven  back  to th e  same 
r a te r s  who sco red  b e fo re h an d . T hese r a te r s  re ra te d  th e  e s sa y s . The sco res  
g iven  on th e  p re v io u s  day  w ere m arked on th e  e ssa y  p a p e rs . The r a te r s  saw 
th e  f i r s t  sco re s  b e fo re  th e ir  second ra t in g . They re p o r te d  th e  ch an g es  on 
th e  sco re s  to th e  te s t in g  committee a f te r  th e y  re ra te d  th e  th re e  s e ts .
The o th e r  th re e  s e ts  in  which th e  te s t in g  committee d id  no t meet any  
d isc rep a n c ie s  betw een  th e  sco re s  (in 25% of th e  e ssa y s)  w ere no t re ra te d .
R eliability  of ÇU Scoring  System
A nalysis of d a ta  rev ea led  th a t  th e re  was a v e ry  s ig n ific a n t co rre la tio n  
(r= .97 , p< .01) betw een th e  sco res  g iven  befo re  and  a f te r  sp o t-c h e c k in g . 
Since th e  c lo se r th e  r  is to 1 .00 , th e  s t ro n g e r  th e  re la tio n sh ip  betw een 
th e  v a riab le s  ( sco res  befo re  and  a f te r  sp o t-c h ec k in g  ), and  since th is  s tu d y  
accep ted  .80 a s  a h igh  re lia b ility , th is  r e s u l t  show s th a t  th e  re la tio n sh ip  
betw een th e  r a te r s  was v e ry  h ig h .
H ow ever, i t  m ight be a m istake to believe th is  r e s u l t .  Some s e ts  of 
e ssa y s  w ere ra te d  only  once because  th e  te s t in g  committee d id not meet any  
d isc rep a n c ie s  betw een th e  sco re s  while th e y  w ere sp o t-c h ec k in g  25% of th e se  
s e ts .  T hey  m ight have met more d isc rep a n c ie s  if all th e  e ssa y s  w ere 
r e ra te d . Even a f te r  th e  e ss a y s  w ere se lec ted  fo r  r e r a t in g ,  th e  second 
r a te r  saw th e  f i r s t  sco re  w hich was w ritten  on th e  e ssa y  p a p e r . T his could 
have a ffec ted  o r  b iased  th e  second r a te r .
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One h u n d re d  and  fif ty  s tu d e n ts  w hose e s sa y s  w ere sco red  a t  w rote a
second e ssa y  fo r th is  s tu d y . F ifty  o u t of th e se  e s sa y s  w ere selec ted  
random ly . The se lec ted  e ssa y s  w ere ra te d  ho lis tica lly  and  anadytically to 
find  f i r s t  th e  in te r r a te r  re liab ilitie s  of th e se  sco rin g  m ethods.
I n te r r a te r  ReliabiLitv of H olistic S coring  Method
F ifty  e ss a y s  se lec ted  by random  sam pling w ere ra te d  ho listically  tw ice 
w ithin a m onth. In  bo th  ra t in g s ,  th e  sco re s  g iv en  by  th e  fo u r r a te r s  w ere 
c o rre la te d  and  th e  co rre la tio n  co effic ien ts  and  in te r r a te r  re liab ilitie s  
w ere ca lcu la ted .
A nalysis of th e se  ho listic  sco res  rev ea led  th a t  th e re  was a s ig n ific an t 
c o rre la tio n  (p< .01) betw een th e  r a te r s .  The c o rre la tio n  co effic ien ts  
ra n g e d  from  .42 to .63 fo r th e  f i r s t  ho listic  sco rin g  and  from .56 to .71 
fo r th e  second  (see  Table 1 ).
Table 1
F ir s t  & Second H olistic C orre la tio n s  of th e  Second E ssay s
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I n te r r a te r  R e lia b ility
R ate r 1 R a te r 2 R a te r  3 R a te r  4
FIRST RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .42 .53 .53
R a te r 2 1.00 .58 .63
R a te r 3 1.00 .57
R a te r 4 1.00
SECOND RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .59 .66 .71
R ate r 2 1.00 .56 .57
R a te r 3 1.00 .64
R ate r 4 1.00
N ote. Z -T ran sfo rm atio n  was u sed  to av e rag e  th e  re lia b ility  coeffic ien ts .
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The o v e ra ll in t e r r a te r  re liab ility  of th e  two ra t in g s  was also qu ite  
h ig h , r= .85  (th e  f i r s t  sco rin g  .83; th e  second one .8 6 ). T h is shows th a t  
th e  fo u r r a te r s  o v e rlap  to th e  e x te n t  of .722 (r^ ) while ra tin g  ho listical­
ly . T his is  co n s id e re d  to be a v e ry  h igh  c o rre la tio n .
I n te r r a te r  ReUabiUtv of A nalytic S coring  Method
The f if ty  e s s a y s  th a t  w ere ra te d  ho listically  w ere also ra te d  an a ly ti­
cally  by th e  same r a te r s  tw ice w ithin a m onth. In  bo th  an a ly tic  ra t in g s , 
th e  sco res  g iven  by  th e  r a te r s  w ere c o rre la te d .
A nalysis of th e se  an a ly tic  sco res  rev ea led  th a t  th e re  was a s ig n ific an t 
c o rre la tio n  (p< .01) betw een m ost of th e  r a te r s .  Only th e  co rre la tio n  
betw een th e  th ird  an d  th e  fo u r th  r a te r s  in  th e  second  ra tin g  was no t 
s ig n ific a n t. Table 2 p re s e n ts  th e se  c o rre la tio n s .
Table 2
F ir s t  & Second A nalytic  C o rre la tio n s  of th e  Second E ssay s
R a te r  1 R a te r  2 R a te r  3 R a te r  4
FIRST RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .61 .75 .67
R ate r 2 1.00 .66 .53
R ate r 3 1.00 .70
R ate r 4 1.00
SECOND RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .65 .47 .50
R ate r 2 1.00 .45 .58
R ate r 3 1.00 .25*
R ate r 4 1.00
N ote. Z -T ran sfo rm atio n  was u sed  to av erag e  th e  re liab ility  co effic ien ts . 
* s ta tis tic a lly  n o t s ig n ific a n t
.84 ( f i r s t  sco rin g  .88; second  sco rin g  .79) as  i t  was in th e  holistic  
ra t in g . T h is  r e s u l t  in d ica ted  th a t  th e  fo u r r a te r s  o v e rlap  to th e  e x te n t 
of .705 (r2 ) w hich is  a v e ry  h igh  co rre la tio n . H ow ever, th e  f i r s t  sco rin g  
had  a v e ry  h igh  re liab ility  w hereas th e  second was low. T h e re  was in co n si­
s ten cy  betw een th e  two sc o r in g s .
In te rp re ta t io n  of a n a ly s is .
A nalysis of h o lis tic  and  an a ly tic  sco rin g  d a ta  re je c te d  ho listic  
sco rin g  m ethod had  s ig n ific an tly  g re a te r  re liab ility  th a n  an a ly tic  sco rin g  
m ethod. Both sco rin g  m ethods w ere rea so n ab ly  h igh  (o v e r .8 0 ). H ow ever, 
ho listic  sco rin g  had  c o n s is te n t in te r r a te r  re liab ilitie s  in bo th  th e  f i r s t  
and  th e  second  ra t in g s  (. 83 and  . 86) w h ereas an a ly tic  sco rin g  was in co n sis ­
te n t  (.8 8  and  .7 9 ) . T h u s , we can conclude th a t  th e  an a ly tic  sco rin g  
m ethod, a lth o u g h  i ts  re liab ilitie s  a re  h ig h , does no t have a s  c o n s is te n t 
re liab ilitie s  as  ho lis tic  sco rin g  does.
F u r th e rm o re , th e  s tu d y  co n sid e red  th e  tra in in g  and  ra tin g  sessio n s  of 
both  sco rin g  m ethods and  found  th a t  an a ly tic  sco rin g  is  much more tim e- 
consum ing th a n  ho lis tic  sco rin g  (fo r ra tin g : h o lis tic , 1.5  m inutes p e r  
e ssay ; a n a ly tic , 3 .5  m inutes p e r  e s s a y , and  fo r tra in in g : h o lis tic , 1 .5  
h o u rs ; an a ly tic  2 .5  h o u rs ) .
I n te r r a te r  ReliabiU tv of th e  In d iv id u a l C ateg o ries  of A naly tic  S coring
The an a ly tic  sco rin g  ru b r ic  co n ta ined  five d if fe re n t c a te g o rie s : 
c o n te n t, o rg a n iz a tio n , v o c ab u la ry , lan g u ag e  use  and  m echanics. Each 
ca teg o ry  was an a lyzed  in d iv id u a lly  to find  w h e th e r th e  re liab ility  of the  
ca teg o rie s  was d if fe re n t from th e  to ta l sco res  fo r  an a ly tic  ra t in g .
I n te r r a te r  re liab ility  of co n ten t c a te g o ry .
The r a te r s  sco red  th e  c o n ten t c a te g o ry  while ra tin g  th e  e ssa y s  a n a ly ti­
cally . A nalysis  of d a ta  show ed th a t  th e  co effic ien ts  of th is  c a teg o ry  
betw een th e  r a te r s  a re  n o t v e ry  h ig h . The co effic ien ts  ra n g e d  from .37 to
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T he o v e r a ll  in te r r a te r  r e lia b ility  o f th e  tw o r a t in g s  w as v e r y  h ig h ,
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.58 fo r  th e  f i r s t  ra tin g  se ss io n , and  from  .13 to .53 fo r th e  second (see 
Table 3 ) . In  th e  f i r s t  ra tin g  th e re  w ere s ig n if ic a n t c o rre la tio n s  betw een 
th e  r a te r s  (p < .0 1 ) . H ow ever, in th e  second  ra tin g  th is  s ign ificance  was 
found only w ith two c o rre la tio n s .
Table 3
F ir s t  & Second C o n ten t C ateg o ry  C o rre la tio n s  of th e  Second E ssays
R a te r 1 R a te r 2 R a te r  3 R a te r  4
FIRST RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .56 .51 .57
R a te r 2 1.00 .58 .38
R a te r 3 1.00 .37
R ate r 4 1.00
SECOND RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .49 .13* .53
R a te r 2 1.00 .33* .36*
R ate r 3 1.00 .24*
R ate r 4 1.00
N ote. Z -T ran sfo rm atio n  was u sed  to a v e ra g e  th e  re lia b ility  coeffic ien ts. 
* s ta tis tic a lly  no t s ig n ific a n t.
The o v e ra ll in te r r a te r  re liab ility  of th e  two an a ly tica lly  sco red  
co n ten t c a te g o ry  was .75 ( f i r s t  ra tin g  .80; th e  second  ra tin g  .6 8 ). The 
fo u r  r a te r s  in th is  c a te g o ry  ov erlap  to th e  e x te n t  of .562 (r^ ) which can 
be co n sid e red  a low re lia b ility .
I n te r r a te r  re lia b ility  of th e  o rg an iza tio n  c a te g o ry .
The sco re s  th a t  th e  r a te r s  gave fo r  th e  o rg an iza tio n  c a te g o ry  while 
an a ly tic  sco rin g  se ss io n s  w ere c o rre la te d . A nalysis of d a ta  fo r  th e  f i r s t  
and  th e  second  o rg an iza tio n  c a te g o ry  sco re s  show ed th a t  th e  co rre la tion
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co effic ien ts  w ere q u ite  low, ra n g in g  from  - .0 3  to .56 fo r  th e  f i r s t  ra tin g  
and  from .26 to .73 fo r  th e  seco n d . Table 4 p re s e n ts  th e se  co effic ien ts .
In  th is  c a te g o ry  th e  c o rre la tio n s  betw een th e  r a te r s  w ere in c o n s is te n t and  
v e ry  low. T hey  w ere low er in th e  f i r s t  r a t in g ,  in c lu d in g  n eg a tiv e  c o rre la ­
tio n s . F u r th e r ,  in  th e  f i r s t  r a t in g ,  s ig n ific a n t c o rre la tio n s  (p< .01) w ere 
found only in th e  th re e  of th e  co effic ien ts  and  in  th e  second  ra t in g , fo u r 
of th e  co effic ien ts  w ere s ig n ific a n t.
Table 4
F ir s t  and  Second O rgan iza tion  C ateg o ry  C o rre la tio n s  of th e  Second E ssays
R a te r  1 R a te r 2 R a te r  3 R a te r  4
FIRST RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .56 -.16* .50
R ate r 2 1.00 .06* .51
R ate r 3 1.00 -.0 3 *
R a te r 4 1.00
SECOND RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .65 .26* .46
R a te r 2 1.00 .37 .73
R a te r 3 1.00 .33*
R a te r 4 1.00
N ote. Z -T ran sfo rm atio n  was u sed  to av e rag e  th e  re lia b ility  co effic ien ts . 
* s ta t is tic a lly  no t s ig n ific a n t.
The o v e ra ll in te r r a te r  re liab ility  of th e  two ra t in g s  fo r  th e  o rg an iza ­
tion  c a te g o ry  was .69 ( f i r s t  ra tin g  .58; th e  second  ra tin g  .7 9 ) . T his 
r e s u l t  show s th a t  th e  fo u r r a te r s  ov erlap  to th e  e x te n t  of .471 (r^) which 
is a v e ry  low re lia b ility .
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The fo u r  r a t e r s ' sco res  fo r  th e  ancdytically  sco red  vocab u la ry  ca teg o ry  
w ere c o rre la te d . A nalysis of d a ta  rev ea led  th a t  th e re  was a s ig n ifican t 
co rre la tio n  (p< .01) betw een th e  r a te r s  fo r  th is  c a te g o ry . The co rre la tio n  
co effic ien ts  w ere h igh  in  th e  two ra tin g  se ss io n s  (see Table 5) when 
com pared to th e  o th e r  c a te g o rie s . The co effic ien ts  ra n g e d  from .36 to .60 
fo r th e  f i r s t  r a t in g ,  and  from  .44 to .61 fo r  th e  second ra tin g .
Table 5
F ir s t  and  Second V ocabulary  C ateg o ry  C o rre la tio n s  of th e  Second E ssays
I n te r r a te r  r e lia b ility  of th e  v o c a b u la r y  c a t e g o r y .
R ate r 1 R a te r 2 R a te r 3 R a te r 4
FIRST RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .51 .60 .47
R a te r 2 1.00 .58 .36
R a te r  3 1.00 .38
R a te r 4 1.00
SECOND RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .61 .47 .57
R a te r 2 1.00 .47 .57
R ate r 3 1.00 .44
R a te r 4 1.00
N ote. Z -T ran sfo rm atio n  was u sed  to av e rag e  th e  re liab ility  coeffic ien ts .
The o v e ra ll i n te r r a te r  re liab ility  of th e  two ra tin g s  fo r  analy tica lly  
sco red  v o cab u la ry  c a te g o ry  was .80 (th e  f i r s t  ra tin g  .79; th e  second ra tin g  
.8 1 ). T h is show s th a t  th e  fo u r r a te r s  ov erlap  to th e  e x te n t  of .640 (r^) 
which can  be c o n sid e red  a h igh  re lia b ility .
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The fo u r  r a t e r s ' sco res  fo r  an aly tica lly  sco red  lan g u ag e  use ca teg o ry  
w ere c o rre la te d . A nalysis of d a ta  show ed th a t  th e re  was a  s ig n ific an t 
c o rre la tio n  (p< .01) betw een th e  r a te r s  both  fo r  th e  f i r s t  and  the  second 
ra t in g s . The c o rre la tio n  co effic ien ts  (ran g e d  from  .35 to .64 fo r th e  
f i r s t  r a t in g ,  and  from  .37 to .67 fo r th e  second ra tin g )  w ere no t co n sis ­
te n t  in bo th  ra t in g s .  Table 6 p re s e n ts  th e  co rre la tio n  co effic ien ts  of 
th is  c a te g o ry  of th e  two ra t in g s .
Table 6
F ir s t  & Second L anguage Use C ateg o ry  C o rre la tio n s  of th e  Second E ssays
I n te r r a te r  reLLabilitv o f la n g u a g e  u se  c a te g o r y .
R ate r 1 R ate r 2 R a te r 3 R a te r  4
FIRST RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .62 .64 .47
R a te r 2 1.00 .61 .35
R a te r 3 1.00 .54
R a te r 4 1.00
SECOND RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .64 .67 .37
R a te r  2 1.00 .54 .49
R a te r 3 1.00 .38
R a te r 4 1.00
N ote. Z -T ran sfo rm atio n  was used  to av e rag e  th e  re lia b ility  co effic ien ts .
The o v e ra ll i n te r r a te r  re liab ility  fo r  th e  lan g u ag e  use  c a te g o ry  in the  
f i r s t  and  th e  second  ra tin g s  was .82 (th e  f i r s t  ra tin g  .83; th e  second 
ra tin g  .8 1 ) . T h is  show s th a t  th e  fo u r r a te r s  o v e rlap  to th e  e x te n t of .672 
(r2 ) w hich is  a h igh  re liab ility .
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The sco res  fo r  th e  analy tica lly  ra te d  m echanics ca teg o ry  were c o rre la t­
e d . A nalysis of d a ta  showed th a t  th e  co rre la tio n  co effic ien ts  (see Table 
7) betw een th e  r a te r s  w ere low, ra n g in g  from .19 to .52 fo r th e  f i r s t  
ra tin g  and  from .16 to .57 fo r th e  seco n d . Only th re e  of th e  coeffic ien ts  
in each of th e  two ra tin g  sess io n s  w ere s ig n ific a n t (p < .0 1 ).
Table 7
F ir s t  & Second M echanics C atego ry  C o rre la tio n s  of th e  Second E ssays
I n te r r a te r  r e lia b ility  o f m ech an ics  c a te g o r y .
R ate r 1 R a te r 2 R a te r 3 R a te r  4
FIRST RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .34* .46 .19*
R a te r 2 1.00 .47 .20*
R a te r  3 1.00 .52
R a te r 4 1.00
SECOND RATING
R ate r 1 1.00 .56 .57 .25*
R a te r 2 1.00 .42 .32*
R a te r 3 1.00 .16*
R a te r 4 1.00
N ote . Z -T ran s  form ation was u sed  to av e rag e  th e  re liab ility  co effic ien ts . 
* s ta tis tic a lly  not s ig n ific a n t.
The o v e ra ll i n te r r a te r  re liab ility  of th e  f i r s t  and  th e  second a n a ly ti­
cally sco red  m echanics ca teg o ry  was .71 (th e  f i r s t  ra tin g  .70; th e  second 
ra tin g  .7 1 ). T h is show s th a t  th e  fo u r r a te r s  ov erlap  to th e  e x te n t of .504 
(r2) which is a v e ry  low re liab ility .
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I n te r p r e ta t io n  o f d a ta  to g e th e r  w ith  th e  a n a ly t ic  c a te g o r ie s  
A nalysis  o f a l l  d a ta  ob ta in ed  from th e  h o l i s t i c  r a t in g s ,  th e  t o t a l  
sco res  o f th e  a n a ly t ic  r a t in g s ,  and th e  sco res  g iven  in  th e  a n a ly t ic  
c a te g o r ie s  rev ea led  th a t  a h o l i s t i c  s co rin g  method i s  more r e l i a b le  than  an 
a n a ly t ic  s co rin g  m ethod. When we compared th e  h o l i s t i c  sco re s  and th e  
t o t a l  sco re s  fo r  th e  a n a ly t ic  method a lo n e , t h i s  d if f e re n c e  was n o t r e a l ­
iz ed . Both methods looked a s  i f  th ey  had equal r e l i a b i l i t i e s .  However, 
a n a ly s is  o f a n a ly t ic  c a te g o r ie s  showed th a t  t h i s  was n o t th e  case . Table 8 
p re se n ts  a l l  th e  in c o n s is te n c ie s  and th e  low r e l i a b i l i t i e s  o f th e se  ca teg o ­
r i e s  when compared to  th e  t o t a l  sco re  o f a n a ly t ic  r a t in g .
Table 8
I n t e r r a t e r  R e l i a b i l i t i e s  o f H o l is t ic ,  A n a ly tic , and A n a ly tic  C ateg o ries
F i r s t  R ating Second R ating Average of th e  two
r r r
HOLISTIC .83 .68 .86 .73 .85 .72
ANALYTIC .88 .77 .79 .62 .84 .70
C ontent .80 .64 .68 .46 .75 .56
O rg an iza tio n .58 .33 .79 .62 .69 .47
V ocabulary .79 .62 .81 .65 .80 .64
Language Use .83 .68 .81 .65 .82 .67
Mechanics .70 .49 .71 .50 .71 .50
According to  t h i s  ta b le  both  h o l i s t i c  and a n a ly t ic  s co r in g  methods have 
high i n t e r r a t e r  c o r r e la t io n s .  There i s  an in c re a se  in  th e  second h o l i s t i c  
r a t in g ,  b u t a d ecrease  in  th e  second a n a ly t ic  r a t in g .  T his shows th a t  the  
more th e  r a t e r s  a re  tr a in e d  on a h o l i s t i c  ru b r ic ,  th e  more r e l i a b le  they  
become s in ce  th e  r a t e r s  were more f a m il ia r  w ith  th e  ru b r ic  in  th e  second 
ra t in g  s e s s io n . However, t h i s  i s  n o t t ru e  fo r  th e  a n a ly t ic  ru b r ic .
Although th e  r a t e r s  were tr a in e d  again  in  th e  second r a t in g  s e s s io n , and
a lthough  th e y  w ere more fam iliar w ith th e  an a ly tic  ru b r ic  in th is  sessio n , 
th e  re liab ility  was low er.
Table 8 show s th e  in c o n sis ten cy  of th e  c o rre la tio n s  in  th e  ca teg o rie s . 
A lthough th e  f i r s t  an a ly tic  ra tin g  re liab ility  was q u ite  h igh  ( .8 8 ) ,  the  
ca teg o rie s  d id  no t have su ch  h igh  re lia b ilitie s . Some of them  were v e ry  
low, su ch  a s  o rg an iza tio n  ( .5 8 ) ,  and  m echanics ( .7 0 ) .  On th e  o th e r  h an d , 
th e  second an a ly tic  ra tin g  re liab ility  was low er th a n  th e  f i r s t  one (.79) 
b u t some of th e  c a te g o rie s , su ch  as  v o cab u la ry  an d  lan g u ag e  use ( .8 1 ) , were 
h ig h e r  th a n  th e  to ta l sco re  re lia b ility .
Since an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethod is  m ostly p re fe r re d  in o rd e r  to te ll 
s tu d e n ts  which fe a tu re s  in w ritin g  th e y  need  to im prove ( r a th e r  th an  to 
g ive an o v e ra ll a sse ssm e n t of w r it in g ) , th e  re s u l ts  in th is  s tu d y  show th a t  
th is  m ethod m ight n o t be e ffec tiv e . The e ssa y s  th a t  w ere ra te d  were the  
sam e, th e  r a te r s  w ere th e  sam e, and  th e  ru b r ic  was th e  sam e. How ever, the  
r e s u lts  w ere d if fe re n t. T h e re fo re , I believe th a t  an a ly tic  sco rin g  does 
no t g ive as h igh  in te r r a te r  re liab ilitie s  as  ho listic  d oes.
I n t r a r a te r  R eliab ility
In th is  s tu d y , each  r a te r  ra te d  th e  same e ssa y s  tw ice u s in g  th e  same 
m ethod of s c o r in g . T h e re fo re , th e  c o rre la tio n s  betw een th e  f i r s t  and  th e  
second ra tin g  w ere also exam ined to find  th e ir  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility .
I n t r a r a te r  R eliab ilitv  of Holistic S coring
The sco re s  g iv en  in th e  f i r s t  and  in th e  second  ho lis tic  ra tin g  by each 
r a te r  w ere c o rre la te d  and  th e n  a d ju s ted  by th e  Spearm an-B row n form ula (SB) 
to find  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  of ho listic  sco rin g . A ccording  to th is  
form ula in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  was .85 fo r  th e  f i r s t  r a t e r ,  .70 fo r the  
seco n d , .84 fo r  th e  th i r d ,  and  .79 fo r th e  fo u r th . Table 9 p re s e n ts  th e  
co effic ien ts  and  th e  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ilitie s .
Table 9 show s th a t  th e  in t r a r a te r  re liab ilitie s  fo r  each  r a te r  a re  
reaso n ab ly  h ig h . Only th e  second r a te r  show s low c o rre la tio n  a lthough  i t
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is  s ta tis tic a lly  s ig n if ic a n t (p < .0 1 ).
Table 9
C orre la tion  C oeffic ien ts  of Holistic Scoring  fo r I n t r a r a te r  R<=>1iabilitv
r r  (SB) £  value
R ate r 1 .75 .85 £<.001
R ate r 2 .54 .70 £<.001
R ate r 3 .73 .84 £<.001
R a te r 4 .66 .79 £<.001
I n t r a r a te r  R eliab ilitv  of A nalytic Scoring
The r a te r s  ra te d  th e  e ssa y s  tw ice w ith in  a one month in te rv a l. The 
sco res  fo r  each  r a te r  in th e  f i r s t  and  th e  second ra tin g s  w ere c o rre la te d . 
A ccording to th e  SB form ula th e  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  was .86 fo r the  
f i r s t  r a te r ,  .80 fo r  th e  second  r a te r ,  .65 fo r  th e  th ird  r a t e r  and  .76 fo r 
th e  fo u r th  r a te r .  Table 10 p re s e n ts  th e  co effic ien ts  and  in t r a r a te r  
re liab ilitie s .
Table 10
C orre la tion  C oeffic ien ts of A nalytic Scoring  fo r I n t r a r a te r  R eliabilitv
r  (SB) £  value
R ate r 1 .76 .86 £<.001
R ate r 2 .67 .80 £<.001
R ate r 3 .49 .65 £<.001
R ate r 4 .62 .76 £<.001
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The in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  of an a ly tic  ra tin g  was low er th a n  ho listic . 
Only two of th e  r a te r s  had h igh  re liab ilitie s .
Since an a ly tic  sco rin g  co n ta in s  five c a te g o rie s , th e  in t r a r a te r  re li­
ab ility  of th e se  ca te g o rie s  was also exam ined.
I n t r a r a te r  re lia b ility  of c o n te n t c a te g o ry .
Each r a t e r 's  f i r s t  and  second sco res  fo r  c o n te n t c a te g o ry  of ancilytic 
sco rin g  w ere c o rre la te d  and  th e n  ad ju s ted  to SB to  find  in t r a r a te r  re lia b i­
litie s  of th is  c a te g o ry . I n t r a r a te r  re liab ility  was .83 fo r th e  f i r s t  
r a t e r ,  .73 fo r  th e  seco n d , .34 fo r  th e  th ird  and  .63 fo r  th e  fo u r th . The
c o rre la tio n s  and  in t r a r a te r  re liab ilitie s  a re  p re s e n te d  in  Table 11.
Table 11
C o n ten t C a teg o ry  C oeffic ien ts fo r  I n t r a r a te r  ReUabilitv
r r  (SB) £  value
R a te r 1 .72 .83 £<.001
R a te r  2 .58 .73 £<.001
R a te r  3 .21 .34 it
R ate r 4 .47 .63 £<•001
N ote. * S ta tis tic a lly  no t s ig n ific a n t
T his tab le  show s th a t  th e re  is  only a h igh  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  fo r 
th e  f i r s t  r a te r .  The o th e r  th re e  have low re lia b ilitie s . The co rre la tio n  
betw een th e  sco re s  of th e  th ird  r a te r  is no t s ig n ific a n t.
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I n t r a r a te r  re lia b ility  of o rgan iza tion  c a te g o ry .
Each r a t e r 's  f i r s t  and  second sco res  fo r  th e  o rg an iza tio n  ca teg o ry  in 
an a ly tic  sco rin g  w ere c o rre la te d  and  th e n  a d ju s te d  to SB. A ccording to 
th is ,  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  was .81 fo r th e  f i r s t  r a t e r ,  .75 fo r  the  
seco n d , .23 fo r  th e  th ird  and  .44 fo r th e  fo u r th  (see Table 12).
T his tab le  show s how low th e  in t r a r a te r  re liab ilitie s  is  in th e  th re e  
r a te r s .  I t  is  h igh  only fo r  th e  f i r s t  r a te r .  The th ird  r a t e r 's  reUabiU- 
ty  is no t s ig n ific a n t.
Table 12
O rgan ization  C ateg o ry  C oeffic ien ts fo r  I n t r a r a te r  R eliability
r  (SB) E  value
R a te r 1 .69 .81 £<.001
R a te r 2 .60 .75 E<.001
R a te r 3 .13 .23 *
R a te r 4 .29 .44 £< .05
I n t r a r a te r  re liab ility  of v o cab u la ry  c a teg o ry
The f i r s t  and  th e  second sco res  of each r a te r  fo r  th e  v o cabu lary  
ca teg o ry  w ere c o rre la te d . A ccording  to SB, in t r a r a te r  re liab ility  was .80 
fo r th e  f i r s t  r a t e r ,  .59 fo r  th e  seco n d , .46 fo r  th e  th i r d ,  and  .71 fo r the  
fo u rth  (see Table 13)
Table 13 show s th a t ,  lilce th e  o rg an iza tio n  c a te g o ry , th e  in t r a r a te r  
reliab iU ty  was h igh  only fo r th e  f i r s t  r a t e r  on v o cab u la ry .
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Table 13
V ocabulary  C a teg o ry  C oeffic ien ts fo r  I n t r a r a te r  R eliability
r r  (SB) £  yalue
R a te r 1 .67 .80 E<.001
R a te r 2 .42 .59 E<.01
R a te r  3 .30 .46 £< .05
R a te r 4 .56 .71 £<.001
I n t r a r a te r  re lia b ility  of lan g u ag e  use  c a te g o ry .
The f i r s t  and  th e  second sco res  of each  r a te r  fo r  lan g u ag e  use ca teg o ry  
w ere c o rre la te d  an d  th e n  ad ju s ted  to SB. I n t r a r a te r  re lia b ility  of th is  
c a te g o ry  was .77 fo r  th e  f i r s t  r a t e r ,  .70 fo r  th e  seco n d , .63 fo r  th e  
th i r d ,  and  .70 fo r  th e  fo u r th . Table 14 p re s e n ts  th e  c o rre la tio n s  and  
in t r a r a te r  re lia b ilitie s  fo r th is  c a te g o ry .
Table 14
L anguage Use C ateg o ry  C oeffic ien ts fo r  I n t r a r a te r  R eliab ility
r r  (SB) £  yalue
R a te r 1 .63 .77 £<.001
R a te r 2 .54 .70 £<.001
R a te r 3 .46 .63 £< .001
R a te r 4 .54 .70 £<.001
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In th is  lan g u ag e  use  c a te g o ry  none of th e  in t r a r a te r  re liab ilitie s  a re  
h igh  a lth o u g h  th e re  was c o n sis te n cy  among th e  r a te r s .
I n t r a r a te r  re liab ility  of m echanics c a te g o ry .
The f i r s t  and  th e  second  sco re s  of each  r a t e r  fo r  m echanics ca teg o ry  
w ere c o rre la te d . A ccording  to th e  SB th e  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ility  of m echan­
ics  c a te g o ry  was .80 fo r th e  f i r s t  r a t e r ,  .61 fo r  th e  seco n d , .61 fo r  th e  
th i r d ,  and  .55 fo r  th e  fo u r th . Table 15 p re s e n ts  th e  c o rre la tio n s  and  the  
co effic ien ts  of th is  c a te g o ry .
Table 15
I n t r a r a te r  ReliabU itv of M echanics C a teg o ry
r  (SB) £  value
R a te r  1 .68 .80 £< .001
R a te r  2 .44 .61 £< .01
R a te r  3 .44 .61 £< .01
R a te r 4 .38 .55 £< .01
In th is  c a te g o ry ag a in . only th e  f i r s t  r a t e r  had a h igh  in t r a r a te r
reU abiU ty .
In te rp re ta t io n  of an a ly s is  fo r  in t r a r a te r  re liab ility
A nalysis of d a ta  rev ea led  th a t  th e  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ilitie s  w ere 
sim ilar in bo th  ho lis tic  and  an a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethods. In  bo th  of them  
two of th e  r a te r s  had  h igh  re lia b ility  (o v e r  .8 0 ) . H ow ever, th e  ca teg o rie s  
of an a ly tic  sco rin g  have low in t r a r a te r  re lia b ilitie s . Table 16 p re s e n ts  
all th e  re liab ilitie s  of h o lis tic , a n a ly tic , and  an a ly tic  c a te g o rie s .
A ccording  to th is  tab le  th e  in t r a r a te r  re lia b ility  fo r  bo th  sco rin g
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methods i s  n o t c o n s is te n t .  However, t h i s  in c o n s is te n c y  i s  w ider in  a n a ly t­
ic  sco rin g  (ranged from .70 to  .85 in  h o l i s t i c ;  from .65 to  .86 in  a n a ly t­
i c ) .  On th e  o th e r  hand, th e  i n t r a r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t i e s  in  a n a ly t ic a l ly  ra te d  
c a te g o r ie s  a re  v e ry  in c o n s is te n t .  There a re  some very  low r e l i a b i l i t i e s  
(.23 ) w hereas some a re  q u ite  h igh  ( .8 3 ) .
Table 16
I n t r a r a t e r  R e l i a b i l i t i e s  o f  H o l is t ic ,  A n a ly tic , and A n a ly tic  C ateg o ries
R a te r 1 R ate r 2 R a te r 3 R a te r 4
r I} r r I?· £  £2
HOLISTIC .85 .72 .70 .49 .84 .70 .79 .62
ANALYTIC .86 .73 .80 .64 .65 .42 .76 .57
C ontent .83 .68 .73 .53 .34 .11 .63 .39
O rcranization .81 .66 .75 .56 .23 .05 .44 .19
V ocabulary .80 .64 .59 .34 .46 .21 .71 .50
Lanquaqe Use .77 .59 .70 .49 .63 .39 .70 .49
M echanics .80 .64 .71 .50 .61 .31 .55 .30
Table 16 shows th a t on ly  th e  f i r s t  r a t e r  was c o n s is te n t w ith in  h is /h e r
r e l i a b i l i t i e s ;. The o th e r  th re e a l l have in c o n s is te n t  r e l i a b i l i t i e s .
F urtherm ore, th e  second. th i r d . and fo u r th r a t e r s have v ery low r e l i a b i l i -
t i e s  in  th e  c a te g o r ie s .  As a r e s u l t ,  i t  i s  reaso n ab le  to  comment th a t  a 
h o l i s t i c  s co r in g  method has h ig h e r i n t e r r a t e r  and i n t r a r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  
than  an a n a ly t ic  s co rin g  method.
CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSION 
Summ ary
T his s tu d y  te s te d  two h y p o th e se s . The r e s u l ts  of th e  f i r s t  h y p o th esis  
te s te d  th e  re lia b ility  of th e  m ethod fo r  sco rin g  th e  w ritin g  te s t  used  a t 
Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity  P re p a ra to ry  School. A focused  d e sc r ip tiv e  s tu d y  
com bined w ith c o rre la tio n a l d e sig n  was u sed  to te s t  th is  h y p o th e s is . A 
to ta l of 150 EFL p re p a ra to ry  s tu d e n ts  p a r tic ip a te d  in th is  s tu d y . T hese 
s tu d e n ts  w rote  two e s s a y s . The f i r s t  one was w ritten  in an  exam a t ÇU and  
was ra te d  by th e  te a c h e rs  of th a t  u n iv e rs ity  on a k ind  of an a ly tic  sco rin g  
m ethod. The sco re s  g iven  fo r  th e se  e ssa y s  w ere c o rre la te d  to te s t  th e  
f i r s t  h y p o th e s is . The re s e a rc h e r  also o b se rv ed  th e  sco rin g  system  a t  ÇU in 
o rd e r  to d e sc r ib e  th e  sco rin g  p ro c e d u re . The o b se rv a tio n  p ro ced u re  was 
d iv id ed  in to  fo u r  p h a se s : te s t in g ,  p r e - r a t in g ,  ra t in g ,  and  sp o t-c h ec k in g .
A nalysis of corre la tioncd  d a ta  re je c te d  th e  f i r s t  h y p o th e s is . The 
re lia b ility  of th is  sco rin g  m ethod was .97 w hich is  co n sid e red  a v e ry  high  
reU ab ü ity . H ow ever, th e  o b se rv a tio n a l d a ta  an d  d e sc r ip tiv e  an aly sis  
show ed th a t  th e  co rre la tio n  of th e  sco re s  alone would no t be su ffic ien t to 
claim th a t  th is  sy stem  was re liab le . The r a te r s  who sco red  th e  e ssay s  fo r 
th e  second  time saw th e  f i r s t  sco re s  which could have c re a te d  b ias.
The r e s u l ts  of th e  second  h y p o th e s is  te s te d  th e  re liab ility  of holis­
tica lly  and  an a ly tica lly  sco red  e ssa y s  in th is  ed u ca tio n a l c o n te x t. A 
correlationail d e sig n  was u sed  to te s t  th is  h y p o th e s is . The same 150 
s tu d e n ts  w rote  a second  e ssa y  one day  a f te r  th e y  took th e  exam. F ifty  
s tu d e n ts  o u t of 150 w ere se lec ted  by  random  sam pling as  p a r tic ip a n ts  fo r 
th is  h y p o th e s is . The e ssa y s  of th e se  50 s tu d e n ts  w ere ra te d  twice ho lis ti­
cally  and  tw ice an a ly tica lly  by  fo u r  r a te r s  in o rd e r  to te s t  in te r r a te r  and  
in t r a r a te r  re lia b ilitie s  of each  sco rin g  m ethod.
A nalysis of d a ta  rev ea led  th a t  bo th  ho listic  and  an a ly tic  sco rin g  
m ethods had  h igh  in te r r a te r  re liab ilitie s  (h o listic  .85 , an a ly tic  .8 4 ).
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H ow ever, th e re  was a w ider ra n g e  betw een th e  f i r s t  and  th e  second analy tic  
sco rin g  ( .8 8  and  .79) th a n  th e  f i r s t  and  th e  second  ho listic  sco rin g  (.83  
and  .8 6 ) .
Since th e  a n a ly tic  sco rin g  m ethod has five c a te g o rie s  (c o n te n t, 
o rg a n iz a tio n , v o c ab u la ry , lan g u ag e  u se , and  m echanics) each  of th ese  
ca te g o rie s  w ere c o rre la te d  in d iv id u a lly  as  well as  th e  to ta l. A nalysis of 
an a ly tica lly  sco red  ca te g o rie s  rev ea led  th a t  th e  in te r r a te r  re liab ilitie s  
of th e  c a te g o rie s  a re  n o t a s  h igh  as  th e  to ta l sco re  re liab ility  of a n a ly t­
ic s c o r in g . F u r th e rm o re , th e re  was a wide ra n g e  of in te r r a te r  re lia b ilit­
ies  among th e  c a te g o rie s  (ra n g in g  form .69 to .8 2 ).
The same f if ty  e ssa y s  w ere also u sed  to in v e s tig a te  in t r a r a te r  re li­
ab ility  of h o lis tic  an d  an a ly tic  sco rin g . A nalysis of d a ta  show ed th a t  
ho listic  s co rin g  ( ra n g in g  form  .70 to  .85) had  h ig h e r  in t r a r a te r  re liab ili­
ty  th a n  a n a ly tic  sco rin g  (ra n g in g  form .65 to .86) and  th a t  th e  r a te r s  were 
more c o n s is te n t in  h o lis tic  sco r in g .
A nelly s is  of an a ly tica lly  sco red  ca teg o rie s  also show ed th a t  th e re  was 
a wide ra n g e  w ith in  and  betw een th e  ca teg o rie s  ( ran g in g  form  .34 to .83 , 
from  .23 to .8 1 , from  .46 to .80 , from  .63 to .77 , and  from  .55 to .80 
re s p e c tiv e ly ) . I n t r a r a te r  re liab ility  of th e  ca teg o rie s  was much low er 
th a n  th e  to ta l of an a ly tic  sco rin g .
T h e re fo re , i t  is  possib le  to conclude th a t  ho listically  sco red  e ssa y s  
a re  more re liab le  and  more c o n s is te n t.
Pedagogical Im plications
Those of u s  who teach  EFL in T u rk ish  u n iv e rs itie s  and  te s t  o u r 
s tu d e n ts ' w ritin g  q u a lity  need  to be inform ed ab o u t th e  re liab ility  of 
sco rin g  m ethods. We m ight su p p o se  th a t  an an a ly tic  ru b r ic  le ts  us o b serv e  
th e  developm ent of s tu d e n ts ' w ritin g  c h a ra te r is t ic s .  T h is conclusion , 
a cco rd in g  to th e  c u r r e n t  re s e a rc h , is  u n w a rra n ted  because  an a ly tic  sco rin g  
does no t have h igh  re liab ilitie s  in th o se  c h a ra c te r is t ic s . I believe th a t
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we can o b se rv e  th e  developm ent of th o se  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of w riting  in the  
classroom  its e lf ,  when th e  s tu d e n ts  w rite  only to le a rn  r a th e r  th an  to be 
te s te d . We can  help  them  im prove th e i r  w ritin g  by  co n fe ren c in g  with 
s tu d e n ts  in d iv id u a lly , by  le ttin g  them  re v ise  th e ir  w ritin g  u sin g  multiple 
d r a f t  ap p ro ach  u n til th e  te a c h e r  and  th e  s tu d e n t  feel th e  w ritin g  is im­
p ro v e d . F o r evciluation, we can use a ho listic  ru b r ic  to t e s t  if the  
s tu d e n t  re f le c ts  w hat s /h e  has le a rn ed  in w ritin g  since a ho listic  sco rin g  
m ethod e v a lu a te s  w ritin g  q u a lity  as  a whole u n it ,  com bining sy n tac tic  and  
rh e to r ic a l d im ensions.
T his s tu d y , espec ially  my o b se rv a tio n s  a t  Ç u k u ro v a  U n iv e rs ity , ta u g h t 
me a n o th e r  th in g . Some of th e  te a c h e rs  w ere n o t v e ry  c o n te n t with the  
ru b r ic  th e y  w ere u s in g . I th in k , th e  te a c h e rs  and  a d m in is tra to rs  who a re  
re sp o n sib le  w ith te s t in g  can come to g e th e r  be fo re  ra tin g  and  d iscu ss  abou t 
th e  ru b r ic  u n til th e y  reach  a co n se n su s . O therw ise , th e  r a te r s  who do not 
like some d e sc r ip to r s  m ight be a ffec ted  while ra tin g .
A n o th er th in g  I o b se rv ed  was th e  way th e  e ssa y s  w ere m arked . I th in k  
th e  f i r s t  sco re  w hich was w ritten  on th e  e ssa y  p a p e r  c au se s  b ias on the  
second r a te r .  In  o rd e r  to avoid th is  b ia s , we can  follow a n o th e r  p ro ce­
d u re . N e ith e r th e  f i r s t  r a t e r  n o r th e  second one m arks th e  essay  p a p e r , 
b u t  w rite s  th e  sco re s  on d if fe re n t sh e e ts . The two r a te r s ,  th e n , come 
to g e th e r  to com pare th e  sc o re s . If th e y  meet a d isc rep a n c y  betw een th e  two 
sc o re s , th e se  e ssa y s  a re  ra te d  again  by a th ird  r a t e r ,  o r  th e  av erag e  of 
th e  two sco re s  is  accep ted  a s  th e  sco re  of th e  e ssa y .
S u g g estio n s  fo r  F u r th e r  R esearch
My o b se rv a tio n  of th e  ra tin g  p ro c e d u re s  made me th in k  th a t  we need 
th in k -a lo u d  p ro toco l s tu d ie s  d u r in g  ra tin g . The av e rag e  len g th  of time was 
2-4 m inu tes fo r  each essay  in an a ly tic  sco rin g  se ss io n . H ow ever, one of 
th e  r a te r s  was ra tin g  th e  e ssa y s  in 4-6 m inu tes. T his r a t e r  was read in g  
th e  ru b r ic  again  and  again  and  when I a sk ed  if th e re  was som ething he could
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no t u n d e rs ta n d , he said  he was only try in g  to be s u re . I believe th a t  a 
th in k -a lo u d  s tu d y  would exp lain  th is  time d iffe ren ce  in ra tin g  and  th e  
th o u g h ts  of th is  r a te r .  I t  m ight be possib le  to le a rn  why he was alw ays 
la te  in an a ly tic  sc o r in g .
A dditiona lly , a th in k -a lo u d  s tu d y  would also re v e a l th e  reac tio n s  of 
th e  r a te r s  to th e  ru b r ic s  u sed  fo r r a t in g . We would d isc o v e r  if th e  ru b r ic  
co v ered  all needed  inform ation  fo r ra tin g  and  if th e  r a te r s  had d iff icu lty  
in ra tin g  some of th e  e ssa y s  on th e  view of th e  ru b r ic .
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CONSENT FORM (fo r te ac h e rs )
We a re  a sk in g  you to p a rtic ip a te  in a s tu d y  to exp lo re  how to evaluate 
e ssa y s  b e t te r .  With y o u r perm ission , y o u r ra tin g  fo r th e  e ssay s  will be 
used  in th e  re s e a rc h .
Your id e n tity  will no t be d isclosed  and  th e re  will be no r isk  in yo u r 
p a rtic ip a tio n  in th is  s tu d y .
APPENDIX A
B üken t MA TEFL S tu d e n t 
Şehnaz Ş ah in k a rak aş
MA TEFL D irec to r 
A dvisor
D r. Dan J .  T annacito
I have read  th e  inform ation on th e  form and  I co n sen t th a t  my ra tin g  
will be used  in th e  s tu d y  of w riting  assessm en t. I u n d e rs ta n d  th a t my 
p a rtic ip a tio n  is  com pletely con fiden tia l and  th a t  I take  no r is k  involved 
in my p a rtic ip a tio n .
Name (P rin t)
S ig n a tu re
Date
CONSENT FORM (fo r s tu d e n ts )
We a re  a sk in g  you to p a rtic ip a te  in a s tu d y  to exp lo re  how to evaluate  
e ssa y s  b e t te r .  With y o u r perm ission , th e  e ssay  you wiU w rite  will be used 
in th e  re s e a rc h .
Your p a rtic ip a tio n  in th is  s tu d y  is VOLUNTARY. You should  not sign  th is  
form if you do no t wish to p a rtic ip a te . All inform ation wUl be held in 
s t r ic t  co n fidence . No one will know y o u r id e n tity  and  th e re  wiU be no 
r isk  in y o u r p a rtic ip a tio n  in th is  s tu d y . Your sco res  will no t a ffec t y o u r 
co u rse  ev a lu a tio n .
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B ilken t MA TEFL S tu d e n t 
Şehnaz Ş ah in k a rak aş
Ma TEFL D irec to r 
A dvisor
D r. Dan J .  T annacito
I have read  th e  inform ation of th e  form and  I c o n sen t to be a 
p a r tic ip a n t in th e  s tu d y  of w riting  assessm en t. I know th a t  th e  essay  I 
will w rite  will be u sed  in th e  s tu d y . I u n d e rs ta n d  th a t  my p artic ip a tio n  
is com pletely co n fid en tia l and  th a t th e re  is no r isk  involved  in my 
p a r tic ip a tio n .
Name (P rin t)  
S ig n a tu re  
Date :
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R ubric  Used a t ÇU fo r W riting Section
APPENDIX B
GRAMMAR
5 : No te n se  e r r o r s  and  parallelism  in te n se  u se .
4-3 : E rro rs  in te n se  b u t o ften  do no t make in te llig ib ility  d ifficu lt.
2-1 : Even basic  s t ru c tu re s  -  te n se  u sed  w ith g ro ss  in accu rac ies ; e r ro rs  
make in te llig ib ility  d iff icu lt.
0 : U nin tellig ib le
COHERENCE & ORGANIZATION
5 : Flows sm oothly from one c learly  s ta te d  idea  to an o th e r; ev ery  fac t o r
d e ta il re la te s  to th e  top ic ; is in te re s t in g  and  sa tis fy in g .
4-3 : Id eas  c lea r th o u g h  not well o rg an ized ; ideas sometimes re p e a te d .
2-1 : D isorgan ized  and  illogical (Id eas/Item s a re  no t c o n n ec te d ).
0 : Shows no ab ility  w h a tso ev er to link  id e a s /ite m s .
VOCABULARY
5 : Wide ran g e  of vocab u la ry  ap p ro p ria te  to top ic ; does no t re p e a t same
w ords; v e ry  m inor spelling  e r ro r s .
4-3 : V ocabulary  a p p ro p ria te  b u t some re p e titio n  occu r; some in a p p ro p ria te  
w ords th a t  do no t a ffe c t in te llig ib ility ; a few se rio u s  spelling  
e r r o r s .
2-1 : Very lim ited ran g e  of vo cab u la ry ; too much re p e titio n ; v e ry  o ften  
in a p p ro p ria te  w ords.
0 ! Shows in ab ility
CONTENT & STYLE
5 : In te re s tin g  and  a p p ro p ria te  re sp o n se  to the  top ic ; co v ers  all the
inform ation g iven  on th e  questio n  p a p e r .
4-3 : R esponse to th e  topic ad eq u a te ; some inform ation g iven  on the
q u estio n  p a p e r  le ft o u t; lim ited ab ility  to m atch s ty le  with c o n ten t. 
2-1 : In ad eq u a te  re sp o n se ; v e ry  little  g iven  inform ation u sed ; no evidence 
of a p p ro p ria te  s ty le .
0 : No ideas re la ted  to th e  topic e x p re s se d .
N ote; Word limit fo r  each e ssay  is betw een 90-110. 
e x tra  w o rd s , s tu d e n t  will lose 1 po in t.
For e v e ry  10 m issing o r
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APPENDIX C
TW E-Test of W ritten E nglish
6 D em onstrates c le a r  com petence in  w ritin g  on bo th  th e  rhetoriccil cind 
sy n ta c tic  le v e ls , th o u g h  i t  may have occaisional e r r o r s .
A p a p e r  in th is  c a teg o ry
-e ffe c tiv e ly  a d d re s s e s  th e  w riting  ta s k ,
- is  weU o rg an ized  and  well developed ,
-u s e s  c lea rly  a p p ro p ria te  d e ta ils  to s u p p o r t  a th e s is  o r i l lu s tra te  
id e a s ,
-d isp la y s  c o n s is te n t facility  in th e  use of th e  la n g u ag e , 
-d e m o n s tra te s  sy n tac tic  v a rie ty  and  a p p ro p ria te  w ord choice.
5 D em onstrates com petence in  w ritin g  on b o th  th e  rhetoriccil and  
sy n tac tic  le v e ls , th o u g h  i t  will p ro b ab ly  have occcisional e r r o r s .
A p a p e r in th is  c a teg o ry
-m ay a d d re s s  some p a r ts  of th e  ta sk  more e ffec tiv e ly  th an  o th e rs , 
- is  g en era lly  well o rgan ized  and  developed  
-u s e s  d e ta ils  to s u p p o r t  a th e s is  o r  I llu s tra te  an  id ea  
-d isp la y s  fac ility  in th e  use of language
-d e m o n s tra te s  some sy n tac tic  v a rie ty  and  ra n g e  of v o cab u la ry .
4 D em onstrates minimal com petence in  w ritin g  on bo th  th e  rhetoriccil cind 
sy n ta c tic  le v e ls .
A p a p e r  in th is  c a teg o ry
-a d d re s s e s  th e  w ritin g  topic ad eq u a te ly  b u t may s lig h t p a r ts  of the  
ta sk
- is  ad eq u a te ly  o rg an ized  and  developed
-u s e s  some d e ta ils  to s u p p o rt a th e s is  o r  i l lu s tra te  an idea 
-d e m o n s tra ted  ad eq u a te  b u t possib ly  in c o n s is te n t fac ility  w ith 
sy n tax  and  usage
-m ay con tain  some e r ro r s  th a t  occasionally  o b scu re  m eaning 
3 D em onstrates some develop ing  com petence in  w ritin g  b u t  i t  rem ains 
flaw ed on e i th e r  th e  rh e to r ic a l o r  sy n ta c tic  lev e l, o r  b o th .
A p a p e r  in th is  c a te g o ry  may rev ea l one o r  more of th e  following 
w eaknesses:
-in a d e q u a te  o rg an iza tio n  o r developm ent
- in a p p ro p r ia te  o r  in su ffic ie n t de ta ils  to s u p p o r t  o r  i l lu s tra te  
g en era liza tio n
-a  no ticeab ly  in a p p ro p ria te  choice of w ords o r word forms 
-a n  accum ulation of e r r o r s  in sen ten ce  s t r u c tu r e  a n d /o r  usage 
2 S u g g e s ts  incom petence in  w ritin g .
A p a p e r  in th is  ca teg o ry  is se rio u sly  flawed by one o r  more of the  
following w eak n esses:
-s e r io u s  d iso rg an iza tio n  o r un d erd ev elo p m en t 
- li t t le  o r  no d e ta il, o r  ir re le v a n t spec ifics  
-s e r io u s  and  f re q u e n t e r ro r s  in sen ten ce  o r  u sage  
-s e r io u s  problem s with focus 
1 D em onstrates incom petence in  w ritin g .
A p a p e r  in th is  c a teg o ry  
-m ay be in c o h e ren t 
-m ay be undeveloped




15-14 : EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: know ledgeable; su b s ta n tiv e ; tho rough
developm ent of th e s is ;  re le v a n t to a ss ig n e d  top ic .
13-11 : GOOD TO AVERAGE: some know ledge of su b jec t; ad eq u a te  ran g e ;
lim ited developm ent of th e s is ;  m ostly re le v a n t to to p ic , b u t lacks 
d e ta il.
10-9 : FAIR TO POOR: Limited know ledge of su b jec t; Little su b s ta n c e ;
in ad eq u a te  developm ent of to p ic .
8-7 : VERY POOR: does no t show know ledge of su b jec t; n o n -su b s tan tiv e ;







EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: flu e n t ex p re ss io n ; ideas c learly  s ta te d /  
su p p o rte d ; su cc in c t; w e ll-o rgan ized ; logical seq u en c in g ; cohesive.
GOOD TO AVERAGE: som ewhat choppy ; loosely o rg an ized  b u t main ideas 
s ta n d  o u t; lim ited su p p o rt;  logical b u t  incom plete seq u en c in g .
FAIR TO POOR: n o n -f lu en t; ideas co n fused  o r d isco n n ec ted ; lacks 
logical seq u en c in g  and  developm ent.
VERY POOR: does n o t com m unicate; no o rg an iza tio n ; OR not enough to 
ev a lu a te .
VOCABULARY
10-9 : EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: so p h is tica ted  ra n g e ; e ffective  word/idiom
choice and  u sag e ; word form m astery ; a p p ro p ria te  re g is te r .
8-7 : GOOD TO AVERAGE: ad eq u a te  ra n g e ; occasional e r ro r s  of word/idiom
form , cho ice, u sage  b u t m eaning no t o b scu red .
6-5 : FAIR TO POOR: lim ited ra n g e ; f re q u e n t e r ro r s  of w ord/idiom  form ,
choice, u sag e ; m eaning co n fused  o r  o b sc u re d .
4-3  : VERY POOR: e ssen tia lly  tra n s la tio n ; Little know ledge of English
v o cab u la ry , idiom s, word form ; OR no t enough  to ev a lu a te .
LANGUAGE USE
12-11 : EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: e ffec tiv e  complex c o n stru c tio n s ; few
e r ro r s  of ag reem en t, te n se , num ber, word o rd e r /fu n c tio n , a rtic le s , 
p ro n o u n s p re p o s itio n s .
10-9 : GOOD TO AVERAGE: e ffec tiv e  b u t simple co n s tru c tio n s ; minor
problem s in complex c o n s tru c tio n s ; s ev e ra l e r ro r s  of ag reem ent, 
te n se , num ber, w ord o rd e r /fu n c tio n , a r t ic le s , p ro n o u n s , 
p rep o s itio n s  b u t m eaning seldom o b scu red .
8-6 : FAIR TO POOR: m ajor problem s in sim ple/com plex co n stru c tio n s ;
f re q u e n t e r ro r s  of n eg a tio n , ag reem en t, te n se , num ber, word 
o rd e r /fu n c tio n , a r t ic le s , p ro n o u n s , p rep o sitio n s  a n d /o r  frag m en ts , 
r u n -o n s , d e le tions; m eaning co n fused  o r  o b scu red .
5-3 : VERY POOR: v ir tu a lly  no m astery  of sen ten ce  co n stru c tio n  ru le s ;
dom inated by e r ro r s ;  does not com m unicate; OR not enough to 
ev a lu a te .
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MECHANICS
3 : EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: d em o n stra tes  m aste ry  of conven tions; few
e r ro r s  of sp e llin g , p u n c tu a tio n , cap ita liza tio n , p a ra g ra p h in g .
2 : GOOD TO AVERAGE: occasional e r ro r s  of sp e llin g , p u n c tu a tio n ,
cap ita liza tio n , p a ra g ra p h in g  b u t m eaning not o b sc u re d .
1 : FAIR TO POOR: fre q u e n t e r ro r s  of sp e llin g , p u n c tu a tio n ,
cap ita liza tio n , p a ra g ra p h in g ; poor h an d w ritin g ; m eaning con fused  o r 
o b sc u re d .
0 ; VERY POOR: no m astery  of co n v en tio n s; dom inated by e r ro r s  of
sp e llin g , p u n c tu a tio n , cap ita liza tio n , p a ra g ra p h in g ; han d w ritin g  
illeg ib le ; OR not enough  to ev a lu a te .
